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In animal social groups, the extent to which individuals consistently win agonistic interactions and their ability to monopolize re-
sources represent 2 core aspects of their competitive regime. However, whether these two aspects are closely correlated within groups
has rarely been studied. Here, we tested the hypothesis that hierarchy steepness, which is generally used to represent power differ-
entials between group members, predicts the variation in the distribution of fitness-related benefits (i.e. fecundity, infant survival,
mating success, and feeding success) in relation to individual dominance ranks. We tested this hypothesis in primate groups using
comparative phylogenetic meta-analytical techniques. Specifically, we reviewed published and unpublished studies to extract data on
individual dominance ranks, their access to fitness-related benefits, and hierarchy steepness. We collected and included in our analysis
a total of 153 data points, representing 27 species (including 2 chimpanzee sub-species). From these, we used 4 common methods to
measure individual dominance ranks and hierarchy steepness, i.e. D;-based normalized David’s scores, randomized Elo-ratings, and
David’s scores and Elo-ratings estimated in Bayesian frameworks. We found that hierarchy steepness had no effect on the strength
of the relationship between dominance rank and access to fitness-related benefits. Our results suggest that hierarchy steepness does
not reflect between-group variation in the extent to which individual dominance affects the acquisition of fitness-related benefits in
primates. Although the ability to win agonistic encounters is essential, we speculate that other behavioral strategies adopted by indi-
viduals may play crucial roles in resource acquisition in animal competitive regimes.

Key words: distribution; dominance rank; fitness-related benefits; hierarchy steepness; resource acquisition.

Introduction space) of these resources (Harcourt 1987; Silk 1987). Resource
competition may lead to agonistic interactions of varying fre-
quency and intensity between individuals (Whitten 1983;
Bercovitch and Strum 1993). Over repeated interactions among
the same individuals, dominance relationships may form that
reflect differences in competitive abilities or/and in resource

In gregarious animals, individuals may compete for access to
resources that affect their fitness, such as food, water, or mating
opportunities, depending on the value (i.e. how much a given
unit of the resource affects individual fitness) and availability
(i.e. how much of the resource is accessible in a given time/
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holding potential between group members (Dunbar and Dunbar
1977; Barton and Whiten 1993). Generally, dominant, higher-
ranking individuals win all or the majority of dyadic agonistic
interactions with their opponents and thus might be prone to
monopolizing or have priority of access to resources over sub-
ordinate, lower-ranking individuals during contest competition
(Bernstein 1976; Strum 1982). For example, when a group of
spotted hyenas (Crocuta crocuta) converge on a carcass to feed,
social rank of the individuals generally determines the priority
of access to food (Watts and Holekamp 2007). Occupying a high
dominance status in the group is also advantageous when indi-
vidual woodland caribous (Rangifer tarandus) compete for limited
food resources (Barrette and Vandal 1986). Similarly, higher-
ranking female primates have greater infant survival to one year
of age, and higher-ranking male primates mate more often than
lower-ranking individuals (Majolo et al. 2012; also see review in
Snyder-Mackler et al. 2020). Such monopolization of resources
by higher-ranking individuals leads to an uneven distribution
of resources among group members (Silk 2007a; Stockley and
Bro-Jgrgensen 2011). However, there is still limited evidence for
whether, or to what extent, inter- and intra-specific variation in
dominance hierarchies is linked to the animals’ ability to mon-
opolize resources.

In primates, the extent to which an individual’s social rank
determines its access to resources or its reproductive success
varies not only within a group over time and contexts but also
across groups of the same species and across taxa (Fedigan 1983;
Barton and Whiten 1993; Stockley and Bro-Jgrgensen 2011). For
example, in a wild group of chacma baboons (Papio ursinus), dom-
inant males tended to obtain more food in patches character-
ized by higher than average feeding competition, as compared to
patches with lower levels of feeding competition (King et al. 2008).
In wild crested macaques (Macaca nigra), the yearly proportion of
paternity by the alpha male varied across groups and years, ran-
ging from 29% to 100% (Engelhardt et al. 2017). However, while
the association between dominance rank and access to resources
and fitness has been repeatedly investigated (e.g. Cowlishaw and
Dunbar 1991; Majolo et al. 2012; Shivani et al. 2022), across-group
or across-species comparative approaches that explore the vari-
ation of these effects are less common (but see Perlman et al.
2016).

Hierarchy steepness is one of the indices that can be used to
analyze variation in the distribution of agonistic interactions in
social species (Gammell et al. 2003; de Vries et al. 2006), and in-
deed, research has shown that it can vary substantially within
and across species (Balasubramaniam et al. 2012a; Kaburu and
Newton-Fisher 2015a). Hierarchy steepness captures the mag-
nitude and consistency of the differences in wins and losses in
dyadic agonistic encounters among group members (Gammell
et al. 2003; de Vries et al. 2006). A steeper dominance hierarchy
implies a greater certainty for dominants of winning agonistic
contests and should therefore translate into a greater ability to
monopolize contestable resources. Mathematically, hierarchy
steepness is calculated as the absolute slope of the regression of
the cardinal dominance ranks (i.e. the numerical values derived
from the algorithms described below) of group members against
their ordinal ranks (i.e. the order of the cardinal ranks) (de Vries
et al. 2006). Several methods have been proposed to obtain car-
dinal ranks and derive the steepness of a dominance hierarchy
(Sadnchez-Téjar et al. 2018; Neumann and Fischer 2022). Due to
these methodological advancements, the steepness of domin-
ance hierarchies has been used to investigate how variation in

the ability to win agonistic encounters translates in variation
in the ability to access contested resources (Surbeck et al. 2011;
Kaburu and Newton-Fisher 2015b). In particular, Perlman et al.
(2016) presented comparative data on features of the dominance
hierarchy and alpha male paternity in 9 primate species and con-
cluded that hierarchy characteristics and paternity monopoliza-
tion were not related. The small sample of species and the lack of
any formal statistical comparative analysis make this conclusion
in need of a more quantitative assessment.

The aim of this study was to test whether the variation in hier-
archy steepness was related to the extent to which disparities in
the distribution of fitness-related benefits are related to domin-
ance rank. We measured 4 kinds of fitness-related benefits, i.e.
fecundity, infant survival (to the first year), mating success, and
feeding success (Silk 2007b; Majolo et al. 2012). Among them, in-
dividual fecundity and infant survival are direct components of
individual reproductive success, while individual mating success
(Alberts et al. 2006) and feeding success (Whitten 1983; Koenig
2002) are proxies of individual fitness outcomes (Whitten 1983;
Arngvist and Nilsson 2000; Whitehead and Rendell 2004). We
employ meta-regression techniques in combination with phylo-
genetic comparative methods to quantitatively synthesize the
results of available published and unpublished data and assess
whether the relation between fitness-related benefits and dom-
inance rank is modulated by the degree of hierarchy steepness.
We hypothesized that the steeper the dominance hierarchy of
a group is, the greater the disparities in fitness-related benefits
toward dominants compared to subordinates. This is because,
when resource characteristics allow monopolization, dominant
individuals should be incentivized to monopolize contestable re-
sources and to consistently win agonistic contests against subor-
dinates, which in turn should translate into a steeper dominance
hierarchy and more pronounced rank-related fitness differences
between individuals. This hypothesis potentially applies to any
species that lives in relatively cohesive social units. We tested it in
primates, that are characterized by diverse dominance styles (de
Waal 1989; Vehrencamp 1983) and are the subject of an extensive
literature. The large available database, the multiple methodolo-
gles available on dominance hierarchies, and the combined use
of modern meta-analytical techniques and comparative methods
allowed us to run a comprehensive and robust test of the hypoth-
esis that variations in characteristics of the dominance hierarchy
are associated to variations in the ability of dominants to mon-
opolize fitness relevant resources, gaining insights into the evolu-
tion of competitive regimes in social animals (e.g. Fedigan 1983;
Cowlishaw and Dunbar 1991; Majolo et al. 2012).

Methods

Literature search

For the systematic literature review, we followed the statement
of preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-
analyses (PRISMA) (O'Dea et al. 2021). We searched all literature
(articles) on the Web of Science using the keywords dominance and
primate from January 1970 to February 2022. We also reviewed
books, dissertations, and Chinese publications on group-living
primates as supplementary resources. To be included in our
study, the output (published paper or unpublished data) had to
contain information about both hierarchy steepness and the dis-
tribution of individual fitness-related benefits across group mem-
bers in relation to individual dominance ranks. These two pieces
of information had to be from the same study group during the
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same study period (Fig. 1). Information on the dominance hier-
archy included the matrix of aggressive and/or submissive inter-
actions during contest competition (see Supplementary raw
data), cardinal ranks of sampled individuals, or the value of hier-
archy steepness of the sampled group. We then correlated indi-
vidual fitness-related benefits with dominance ranks (cardinal
or ordinal). The specific and detailed definition of each fitness-
related benefit is shown in Table 1.

In cases where an output contained information on hierarchy
steepness only, we searched other available outputs about fitness-
related benefits that focused on the same study group during the
same study period. Similarly, when an output tested the relation-
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ship between individual fitness-related benefits and dominance
ranks only, we looked for outputs containing the information on
the hierarchy steepness of the study group during the same study
period. When the sampling period of a study for the hierarchy
steepness did not match the period for the fitness-related bene-
fits (e.g. Dolhinow et al. 1979), we excluded these studies from
our dataset.

We excluded studies based on a sample size of less than 4 in-
dividuals and where the sampled animals contained juveniles
(e.g. Lee and Oliver 1979) or were medically treated (i.e. Huber et
al. 2015) because these procedures can bias differences in fitness
measures across animals. To expand our dataset via the inclusion

[ Identification of published data

J (

Unpublished data ]

Publications not relevant to
our studied topic (n = 25,175)

Records excluded as
sampling periods for
steepness and benefits
unmatched (n = 4)

—

v

(n=61)

l

Publications screened
(n = 2,642)
Publications

assessed for eligibility — ©animals medically treated (n = 1);

Publications excluded as details
—  on either steepness or fitness
benefits not available. (n = 2,581)

Publications excluded as:
* sample size less than (n = 6);

* animals are all juveniles (n = 1);
» sampling periods for steepness
and benefits unmatched (n = 4).

Publications included in meta-analysis

(n=49)

(n=175)

Included

Fig. 1. PRISMA flow diagram depicting the different steps of the literature review conducted for this study. Detailed information on the criteria used

Effect sizes from the included publications

Records assessed for eligibilty (n = 78):

Kaburu et al. (Macaca mulatta, n = 16)
Balasubramaniam et al. (M. radiata, n = 8)
Marty et al. (M. fascicularis, n = 16)
Konecna (M. sylvanus, n = 4)
Garcia-Nisa and Kendal (M. sylvanus, n = 8)
Micheletta and Duboscq (M. nigra, n = 13)
Brent (M. mulatta, n = 13)

l

Effect sizes from the unpublished data
(n=178)

Publications included in meta-analysis (n = 49)
All effect sizes included in meta-analysis (n = 153)

for including and excluding studies is presented in the Methods section.

Table 1. Summary and specific definitions of 4 fitness-related benefits investigated in this study.

Fitness-related benefit Sex Definition
Fecundity Female Mean number of births or the length of the inter-birth interval*®
Male Number of infants sirede
Infant survival Female Number of infants surviving to the first year of lifed
Mating success Both Number/frequency of copulations with ejaculation (including copulations
where ejaculation could not be determined with certainty)e
Feeding success Both Number/frequency of food intake, frequency of energy intake (caloric intake per

minute), time spent feeding®, or ponderal index (body length/body weight)*

2Fairbanks and McGuire 1984;
bStrum and Western 1982;
‘Majolo et al. 2012;

9Fedigan 1983;

eBerard et al. 1993;

fWhitten 1983.
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of unpublished data, we emailed researchers who are part of the
MacaqueNet big-team science consortium (https://macaquenet.
github.io/) and those who work on dominance rank, asking them
if they were willing to share their unpublished raw data with us
(see Supplementary Material 2). Unpublished data had to meet
the same selection criteria described above to be included in our
study.

Data extraction

From the outputs that met our selection criteria and the unpub-
lished data provided by researchers, we extracted information on
the study setting (i.e. wild, provisioned, or captive), study duration
(length of the data collection, in months), species, sex of sampled
animals (females, males or both: data could not be divided by sex
of the animals), sample size (the number of animals tested), infor-
mation for calculating hierarchy steepness (mainly the dominance
matrix), the type of fitness-related benefits, and how they were
measured. Among the 4 types of fitness-related benefits for which
we had data (see above), we considered fecundity and infant sur-
vival as 2 direct measures of fitness, because they differently but
reliably quantify reproductive success (Wilson 2000; Jones 2011).
Conversely, we treated mating and feeding success as indirect
fitness measures. This is because the mating frequency and the
number of mating partners do not always translate into greater
reproductive success (Fedigan 1983); this happens, for example,
when a male mates with a female that has passed the peak of her
estrous (Young et al. 2013). Moreover, having access to larger quan-
tities of food can both improve and deteriorate health and survival
(e.g. caloric food increases adipose mass), and it does not neces-
sarily result in greater reproductive success (Janson 1988; Koenig
2002). Thus, we considered more conservative to treat mating and
feeding success as 2 indirect measures of individual fitness.

All unpublished data provided by the researchers contained
the raw data on the distribution of fitness-related benefits among
group members. As a result, a total of 78 data points were col-
lected from unpublished data. Regarding the selected published
outputs, we tried to extract such raw data from the main text (e.g.
Jones 1980; Hilpert and Jones 2005) or the supplementary ma-
terials (e.g. De la Fuente et al. 2019), whenever these data were
available. When the raw data were presented as figures (mostly
scatterplots with a trend line), we used the free online tool
WebPlotDigitizer (https://automeris.io/WebPlotDigitizer) to ex-
tract the values of individual benefits from the graph (e.g. Reed et
al. 1997). Following this procedure, among the 75 data points we
collected from the published outputs, there were 59 data points
from which we were able to extract raw data on the individual
fitness-related benefits. If no raw data were provided, we directly
recorded the type of statistical tests and statistics of the relation-
ship between individual dominance ranks and fitness-related
benefits reported in the outputs.

Data processing and management

With the dominance matrices extracted from the selected outputs
and unpublished data, we calculated individual cardinal and or-
dinal ranks, the steepness of the dominance hierarchy for each
sampled group in the statistical environment R 4.1.2 (R Core Team
2021; Leiva and de Vries 2022). D-based normalized David's score
is a frequently used cardinal measure of individual dominance
ranks: the hierarchy steepness is represented by the absolute slope
of the regression of the cardinal dominance ranks of group mem-
bers against their ordinal ranks (de Vries et al. 2006). We referred
to this measure as NDS,; and obtained individual NDS; (cardinal

ranks) and NDS,,-based steepness using getNormDS and steeptest
functions of the “steepness” package, respectively (Leiva and de
Vries 2022). As the reliability of NDS, -based steepness is highly de-
pendent on data density and the amount of the dyadic unknown
relationships in the dominance hierarchy (Schino and Aureli 2008;
Klass and Cords 2011), we considered 3 additional measures for
individual cardinal ranks and group hierarchy steepness in our
analysis: Elo_, Elo, _and DS, . Based on the original Elo-rating,
which is a sequential method that allows the visualization of hier-
archy dynamics (Elo 1978; Neumann et al. 2011), Sanchez-Téjar
et al. (2018) proposed an amendatory measure to compute steep-
ness. This measure translates the interaction matrix into a large
number of interaction sequences and then obtains individual
randomized Elo-ratings (cardinal ranks) from these simulated
interaction datasets. The repeatability of the Elo-ratings across
the randomizations serves as steepness through estimating the
uncertainty of the inferred hierarchy (Nakagawa and Schielzeth
2010). We indicated this measure as Elo_ and used it as the second
measure for individual cardinal ranks and group steepness. We
computed individual Elo_ and Elo, -based steepness with elo_scores
and estimate_uncertainty_by_repeatability functions of the “aniDom”
package (Sanchez-Toéjar and Farine 2021), respectively.

Neumann and Fischer (2022) recently developed a novel ap-
proach to estimate steepness based on Elo-rating scores and
David’s scores (DS) in a Bayesian framework. They highlighted
the differences with other available methods regarding the re-
sponse to data density and demonstrated that the steepness
estimation with Elo-rating in a Bayesian framework was un-
biased and more reliable than DS-based steepness (Neumann
and Fischer 2022). These two steepness algorithms additionally
provide credible intervals, which help to infer the uncertainty of
steepness (Neumann and Fischer 2022). We thus applied Bayesian
Elo-ratings as the third measure and referred to it as Elo We

Bayes®
calculated individual Elo,  (cardinal ranks) and Elo, -based

Bayes
steepness using scores and elo_steepness_from_matrix fLymctions
of the “EloSteepness” package in R 4.1.2 (Neumann 2022). The
Bayesian David’s score was our fourth measure and indicated
as DS, . We calculated individual DS, (cardinal ranks) and
Ds,,..-based steepness using scores and davids_steepness functions
of the “EloSteepness” package (Neumann 2022).

Based on the individual cardinal ranks evaluated by the 4
measures, i.e. NDS_, Elo_, Elo,, ., and DS, we calculated the
corresponding ordinal ranking and named them as NDS-based,
Elo, -based, Elo,, -based, and DS, -based ordinal ranks, re-
spectively. As calculating steepness may have little meaning in
the absence of a linear hierarchy, we also calculated the modi-
fied Landau’s linearity index and its significance for each sampled
group (using the h.index function of the “EloRating” package; de
Vries 1995; de Vries et al. 2006; Neumann and Kulik 2020) so as to
be able to rerun the analyses including only data on social groups
that had a significantly linear dominance hierarchy.

In a few cases (Supplementary Appendix 1), there was more
than one measure used to evaluate individual feeding success
in a specific social group during a specific study period. If so, we
calculated the mean value of the correlation coefficients cal-
culated from the available measures to represent the overall
feeding success in relation to individual social ranks. Similarly,
when there was more than one matrix of aggressive and/or sub-
missive interactions for a specific study period, during which
the fitness-related benefits of a social group were measured, we
used the mean value, calculated from the available matrices, to
represent the overall degree of hierarchy steepness (e.g. Borries
etal. 1991).
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Papionini
Cercopithecini
Published data Unpublished data Colobinae
effect sizes study groups effect sizes study groups Hominoidea
8 1 Cebidae
8 2
1 1 13 3 Atelidae
2 1 Lemuriformes
16 4
29 9
12 3

— = om0 = = RN NN SN WD o R
— Q= U1 =R = 00 = = = = = RD OO ND — s = — RO ND

Fig. 2. Phylogenetic tree for the species included in our study. The numbers of effect sizes and study groups, from published and unpublished data,

are indicated next to the scientific name of each species.

With the raw data on the fitness-related benefits, for each
output we computed Pearson correlation coefficients of the re-
lationship between individual fitness benefits (4 measures)
and the 4 measures of cardinal ranks. Similarly, we calculated
Pearson correlation coefficients for the relationship between in-
dividual fitness benefits and ordinal ranks. In the outputs where
raw data were not available, the benefit distribution among group
members in relation to their dominance ranks was represented
by correlation coefficients (n =12, mostly Spearman), chi-square
statistics (n=3), or mean + standard deviation (M + SD) values
(n=1). We transformed chi-square statistics and M + SD values
into correlation coefficients using the web-based effect size cal-
culator (https://www.campbellcollaboration.org/escalc/). Finally,
all correlation coefficients were transformed to Fisher'’s Z values,
which is an effect size standardizing the effect of an independent
variable on a dependent variable (Nakagawa and Cuthill 2007;
Borenstein et al. 2009). For each data point in our dataset, the
effect size represented the relationship between individual car-
dinal/ordinal ranks and the individual values for the fitness-
related benefits for that individual. A positive effect size indicates
that dominants obtain more benefits than subordinates, whereas
a negative effect size indicates the opposite pattern (subordinates
gain more benefits than dominants). The sampling variance re-
lated to each effect size and output was calculated based on the
sample size of each study (Borenstein et al. 2009).

Our final dataset included 153 data points (see Supplementary
Appendices 1-2 in the Supplementary Material 1): 75 data points
from 49 published outputs and 78 data points from unpublished

data (Fig. 1) on 27 species (including 2 chimpanzee sub-species)
in 64 groups (Fig. 2). Of the 153 data points included in our ana-
lyses, 41 were on direct fitness-related benefits (i.e. fecundity and
infant survival) and 112 on indirect benefits (i.e. mating success
and feeding success). An illustrative framework for the method-
ology of this study is shown in Fig. 3.

Model construction

All data analyses were performed in the statistical environment
R 4.1.2 (R Core Team 2021). We ran a series of mixed-effects meta-
regression models to evaluate whether the variation in the distri-
bution of fitness-related benefits among group members, relative
to their dominance ranks, was related to the group hierarchy
steepness. For each steepness measure, we examined its influ-
ence on the effect sizes calculated by the benefits individuals
gained against their corresponding cardinal ranks and ordinal
ranks. For example, when the NDS -based steepness was the pre-
dictor, the response variable in the first model was the effect size
represented by the relationship between the benefits that each in-
dividual obtained and their NDS,,;. In the second model, the effect
size was the relationship between individual benefits and their
NDSDUfbased ordinal ranks. Thus, we constructed a total of 8 full
meta-regression models (2 models for each steepness measure).
In each model, we entered one of the 4 steepness measures
as the predictor variable. Moreover, we included 7 moderators
as control variables in our full models: (1) the category of the
fitness-related benefit (categorical: direct or indirect, as stated
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Published data

Data extraction

1 NDSpy-based steepness 1 NDSyy;

5 Eloy,,.-based steepness 5 Eloy,.,
6 Elog,.-based steepness 6 Eloy,.-based ordinal rank
7 DSp,y.-based steepness 7 DSpayes

Data management

8 DSp,y-based steepness 8 DSy,-based ordinal ranl

Fig. 3. Illustrative framework of the data processing steps of this study.

Randomized Elo-rating Dj-based normalized David’s score

on individual fitness-related benefits

Unpublished data 41

Raw data Statistics on fitness-related
benefits in relation to social ranks

2 NDSp;-based steepness 2 NDSp-based ordinal rank : y , A
3 Elo,,-based steepness 3 Elo,,, e Pearson correlations Fisher’s £, values ‘
4 Elo,~based steepness 4 Elo,,~based ordinal rank >

Fitness-related benefits 1 .
in relation to social ranks :

Bayesian Elo-rating Bayesian David’s score

Effect size respresenting fitness-related benefits in relation to individual cardinal
dominance ranks (top four plots) and ordinal dominance ranks (bottom four plots)

0.4 0.6 0.8 18 0.25 0.50 0.75

05 06 07 08 09 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

Hierarchy steepness

Fig. 4. The data included in our analysis showing the relationship between hierarchy steepness and the fitness-related benefit distribution in relation
to individual cardinal and ordinal social ranks (n = 153). The measures for hierarchy steepness and individual social ranks are indicated above the
plots. Each data point is semi-transparent. The transparency value of the data points is accumulated when they are overlapped, making them appear
darker. The line is fitted on the raw data with a linear model, and the shaded areas represent 95% confidence intervals.

above); (2) study duration (continuous, in months); (3) study set-
ting (categorical: wild, provisioned, or captive); (4) sex category
of sampled animals (categorical: female, male or both); (5) dis-
persal pattern of the study species (categorical: female philo-

patry, male philopatry or no sex-biased philopatry); (6) social
organization of the study species (categorical: one-male group/
OMG, multimale-multifemale group/MMG or multilevel society/
MLS); (7) data origin (categorical: published or unpublished). We
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included these control variables because they are known to affect
competitive regimes in primates and for their potential effects on
the response variable (Fedigan 1983; Sterck et al. 1997; Koenig and
Borries 2006; Majolo et al. 2012). The data on the dispersal pat-
tern and the social organization of each species were taken from
Olivier et al. (2024), Mitani et al. (2012), and Shultz et al. (2011).
The corresponding control models contained only the 7 control
variables, plus our 3 random factors (study group, species, and
phylogeny; see below), without the predictor variable.

To detect whether the relationship between steepness and the
response variable was modulated by one of the control variables,
we also included an interaction effect between steepness and the
tested control variable in separate models. The corresponding
control models contained the same variables but excluded the 2
main effects and their interaction.

Before running these models, we standardized continuous pre-
dictors with the scale function and centered categorical variables
(Schielzeth 2010; Mundry 2014) with the dummy_cols function of
the “fastDummies” package (Kaplan 2020). Based on Schielzeth
(2010), centering the variables before fitting regression models
largely minimizes the collinearity between them, and makes in-
terpretation of the results easier, especially when testing an inter-
action effect.

For all meta-regression models, we entered study group ID,
nested within species ID, as 2 random factors, to control for mul-
tiple data from the same group and the same species. We did not
include study ID as a random factor in the models because several
studies only provided one data point. Finally, we added phylogeny
as a random factor in all models. We downloaded the consensus
phylogenetic tree of the species included in our dataset from
the website 10kTrees (http://10ktrees.nunn-lab.org/index.html)
(Arnold et al. 2010). The consensus tree represents the collective
agreement of all 10,000 trees in the tree block, and the nodes on
the tree are delineated with high clade credibility values (Arnold
et al. 2010). The tree was then made ultrametric and branch
lengths were estimated using Grafen’s method with the compute.
brlen function of the “ape” package (Grafen 1989; Paradis and
Schliep 2019). We obtained the phylogenetic variance-covariance
between species via the vcv function, which we incorporated into
our models.

In all models, each observation was weighted by the inverse of
the variance of the effect size, so that those observations based
on larger sample sizes were weighted more than those based on
smaller sample sizes (Gurevitch and Hedges 1999). We undertook
model construction processes using the rma.mv function imple-
mented in the “metafor” package (Viechtbauer 2010). We used a
log-likelihood ratio test to assess the fit of each full model in rela-
tion to the corresponding control model with the anova.rma func-
tion of the “metafor” package (Viechtbauer 2010). Following the
procedure used by Cinar and colleagues (2022), we quantified the
phylogenetic signal (Pagel’s \) in the overall variance components
for each full model. To detect the effect of the phylogenetic signal
on a phylogenetic model, we then performed a likelihood ratio
test comparing the model with the respective non-phylogenetic
model where the phylogenetic signal was zero (Miinkemiiller et
al. 2012; Kamilar and Cooper 2013).

For each full meta-regression model, an omnibus moderator
test was carried out and the Q,, statistic with a P value was used to
detect the significance of the moderators, excluding the intercept.
The omnibus test estimates whether there is a significant contri-
bution of a moderator to the overall heterogeneity (Borenstein et
al. 2009; Viechtbauer 2010). We also performed Q, tests to assess

Behavioral Ecology, 2024, Vol. 35,No.5 | 7

unexplained residual heterogeneity for each full model. A signifi-
cant Q, test indicates there is a high level of between-study vari-
ance and other moderators, not included in the model, affect the
remaining residual heterogeneity (Higgins and Thompson 2002;
Viechtbauer 2010).

For the published data in our dataset, we assessed the occur-
rence of 2 types of publication biases, i.e. small-study effect and
time-lag effect. Small-study effects refer to the pattern that effect
sizes from smaller studies tend to be larger (Sterne et al. 2000,
2011). Time-lag effects occur when the effect sizes of published
studies change over time (Poulin 2000; Jennions and Mgller 2002)
because, for example, studies that significantly support a hypoth-
esis are published earlier than those that do not support the hy-
pothesis (Koricheva et al. 2013). To examine temporal trends in
our effect sizes that could indicate the above 2 effects, we con-
structed meta-regression models for each of our effect sizes with
either the square root of the inverse of the sample size or the
standardized publication year as the only fixed factors, and the
same 3 random factors as full models (Nakagawa and Santos
2012; Nakagawa et al. 2022).

Results

Contrary to our hypothesis, we found no significant relationship
between variation in the distribution of fitness-related bene-
fits among group members in relation to dominance rank and
the group hierarchy steepness (Fig. 4). None of the 8 full meta-
regression models was significantly better than the corres-
ponding control model (x* <2.99, P> 0.08) (Table 2), suggesting
that hierarchy steepness did not add any explanatory power
to the models only including the control variables and random
factors (Supplementary Tables S1-S8). The models showed
extremely low phylogenetic signals (all A<0.01, all P>0.99)
(Supplementary Tables S1-S8), indicating that the variation in
the detected variables was mostly independent of the phylogeny.
For all full models, there was substantial unexplained hetero-
geneity, even after accounting for the moderators, suggesting
that there were other unmeasured moderators contributing to
the observed heterogeneity in the effect sizes (Supplementary
Table S9).

We found some evidence of small-study effects in the pub-
lished data. Studies with larger sample sizes had smaller effect

sizes no matter which algorithm (i.e. NDS, Elo, , Elo, ., or DS, )

Table 2. Test statistics of the likelihood ratio tests comparing
each full model to the respective control model for the complete
dataset (n = 153). The degrees of freedom of each full model and
the respective model were 16 and 15, respectively.

Dominance rank measure Steepness measure Likelihood

ratio test

X P
NDS,; NDs,; 0.17 0.68
NDS,,-based ordinal rank 0.19 0.66
Elo,, Elo,, 2.99 0.08
Elo,,-based ordinal rank 2.24 0.13
Elo,, ., Elo,,,.. 1.19 0.28
Elo,, . -based ordinal rank 1.11 0.29
DS,y DS,y 0.10 0.76
DS, ..-based ordinal rank 0.10 0.75

Bayes
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the effect sizes were calculated with (all Z>2.02, all P <0.04)
(Supplementary Table S10). Nonetheless, no time-lag effects were
detected (all Z<0.67, all P>0.50) (Supplementary Table S10),
suggesting a low probability that a time-lag bias is affecting our
results.

When testing whether the effect of steepness was modulated
by our control variables, we included 3 kinds of interaction ef-
fects separately in the full meta-regression models, ie. the
interactions between steepness and, respectively, the dispersal
pattern of the study species, the study setting and the sex cat-
egory of the study group. None of the interaction effects was sig-
nificant, indicating that the relationship between the hierarchy
steepness and the distribution of fitness-related benefits, in re-
lation to the individual social ranks, was not modulated by these
variables (dispersal pattern of the study species: Supplementary
Tables S11-S19; study setting: Supplementary Tables S20-S28;
sex category of the study group: Supplementary Tables S29-
S37).

In our dataset, there are some study groups for which the dom-
inance hierarchy were not significantly linear. Thus, we re-ran
the analyses on a restricted dataset, which only contained data
on social groups that had a significantly linear dominance hier-
archy. Confirming the results of the model on the whole dataset,
we found no evidence, in the restricted dataset, that hierarchy
steepness significantly affected the distribution of fitness-related
benefits in relation to individual social ranks (Supplementary
Tables S38-S45). These full meta-regression models did not sig-
nificantly explain more variance than their respective control
models (Table 3).

Finally, we excluded all control variables and built a set of
simpler meta-regression models in which only the predictor (i.e.
steepness) was included for both the full dataset and the re-
stricted dataset (including only data on social groups that had a
significantly linear dominance hierarchy). Again, we did not de-
tect any significant effect of hierarchy steepness on the distri-
bution of fitness-related benefits in relation to individual social
ranks (Supplementary Tables S46-547).

Discussion

We tested whether the effect of individual dominance rank on the
acquisition of fitness-related benefits in group-living primates is

Table 3. Test statistics of the likelihood ratio tests comparing
each full model to the respective control model for the restricted
dataset, including only groups in which the dominance
hierarchy was significantly linear (n = 99). The degrees of
freedom of each full model and the respective model were 16
and 15, respectively.

Dominance rank measure Steepness measure Likelihood
ratio test
X P
NDS,,, NDS,; 0.00  1.00
NDS,,-based ordinal rank 0.00 1.00
Elo Elo 1.18 0.28
Pt Dt
Elo,-based ordinal rank 0.64 0.42
Elo,,.. Elo,, .. 0.52 0.47
Elo,, -based ordinal rank 0.33 0.57
Ds, ., DS, 0.00 1.00
DS, -based ordinal rank 0.00 1.00

Bayes

related to hierarchy steepness. We used 4 different measures to
estimate individual ranks and hierarchy steepness, i.e. D;-based
normalized David’s scores, randomized Elo-ratings, Bayesian
Elo-ratings and Bayesian David’s scores (Balasubramaniam et al.
2013; Sanchez-Téjar et al. 2018; Neumann and Fischer 2022). In
contrast to our hypothesis, our analyses did not detect a signifi-
cant effect of the hierarchy steepness on the disparities in the
distribution of fitness-related benefits among group members in
relation to their dominance rank. The significant results of the
tests for heterogeneity indicated a large variation in the outcomes
across different studies. These results suggest that the extent
to which an individual consistently wins agonistic interactions,
measured by hierarchy steepness, does not capture or reflect the
variations in the extent to which dominance affects the acquisi-
tion of fitness-related benefits in primate groups. The 2 aspects
of how competitive regimes are usually described, the consist-
ency of winning agonistic interactions and the differential distri-
bution of resources, appear thus to be only weakly related. Our
results thus confirm and expand to both sexes and to other fit-
ness measures, the weak relationship between dominance char-
acteristics and male reproductive skew suggested by a previous
study (Perlman et al. 2016). Moreover, our findings are consistent
with previous research that found the influence of dominance
rank on female reproductive success across macaque species
is independent of their dominance styles (as evaluated by hier-
archy steepness measured by David’s scores; Balasubramaniam
et al. 2012b; Shivani et al. 2022). A recent agent-based model also
showed that hierarchy steepness is not associated with the re-
lationship between individual David’s score and energy intake.
Instead, hierarchy steepness was more likely to be affected by
whether resources were distributed heterogeneously or homoge-
neously (Ekanayake-Weber et al. 2024).

We found little evidence of publication bias. The small study
effect that we detected seems more likely to indicate that in
larger groups dominance relationships were not as pronounced
as those in smaller groups. It is also important to note that
most data for this study come from the genus Macaca, espe-
cially for the unpublished data. The restricted number of spe-
cies represented in our dataset, and the fact that most species
come from a few genera, means that we need to be cautious
about the generalizability of our findings across the primate
order. The representation of species, and of higher-level taxa,
in the primatological literature is a problem that affects virtu-
ally every comparative analysis and that goes beyond the scope
of our study (e.g. Schino 2001; Majolo et al. 2012). However,
we obtained similar results when we ran the analyses separ-
ately on the published data (where the genus Macaca was not
overrepresented) (Supplementary Tables S48-S55) or the un-
published data (Supplementary Tables S56-S63). Thus, our
results may not be strongly affected by the presence of many
macaque species.

Some components of dominance hierarchies show a strong
phylogenetic signal, such as the Directional Consistency Index
in nonhuman primates (Di Fiore and Rendall 1994) and the D,
and P indices of hierarchy steepness in the genus Macaca (de
Vries et al. 2006; Balasubramaniam et al. 2012a). Conversely, we
found a weak effect of phylogeny on the relationship between
hierarchy steepness and the rank-relatedness of fitness benefits.
One possibility is that phylogeny has a limited effect on how
individual strategies (e.g. on when, how, and with whom to co-
operate or compete; see below) integrate and generate group-
level measures of dominance and skewness in fitness benefits
(Revell et al. 2008). However, our analyses could not test for the
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presence of non-linear effects of phylogeny, such as Lévy pro-
cess (Landis et al. 2013) or Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process (Butler
and King 2004).

A possible explanation for our results is that current meas-
ures of hierarchy steepness do not in fact effectively describe
power differentials between group members. For example, the
normalized David’s score is known to be affected by sampling ef-
fort and sample size, yielding decreasing steepness values with
lower data densities (Klass and Cords 2011; Balasubramaniam et
al. 2012b) and larger group sizes (Richter et al. 2009). More recent
measures, such as randomized Elo-rating (Sanchez-Téjar et al.
2018), however, control for the effect of sampling effort on the es-
timation of steepness; Bayesian Elo-rating is suggested to be the
least biased and most robust to variation in data density among
the available steepness measures (Neumann and Fischer 2022).
Overall, the consistency of our results using 4 different steepness
measures makes it unlikely that methodological inadequateness
is at the basis of our findings. Furthermore, recent research has
shown that primates can perceive small-scale variations in their
cardinal ranks (as measured using normalized David’s score or
randomized Elo-rating) and use this knowledge for their social
decision making (Schino and Lasio 2019). Again, these observa-
tions suggest current measures of hierarchy steepness are not in-
adequate and do reflect significant aspects of social structure and
of how animals themselves perceive it.

Given that methodological weakness does not seem to explain
our results, it remains to be understood why variation in hierarchy
steepness across primate groups is weakly related to variation
in the ability of dominant animals to monopolize resources and
gain fitness benefits. Recently, 2 studies ran individual-based evo-
lutionary simulations of dominance behaviors and reproductive
skew and found the evolution of dominance relationships and
fighting behavior not to be strictly coupled to differential resource
access. Ekanayake-Weber et al. (2024) found that clumped re-
sources led to increased energy intake by dominants compared to
subordinates, but did not necessarily lead to an increased steep-
ness of the dominance hierarchy. The presence of compensating
mechanisms (e.g. behavioral counter-strategies by subordinates,
such as the use of alternative, lower-energy feeding sites to avoid
direct conflicts by dominants) (Heesen et al. 2014) may explain
the decoupling between the rank-related skew in resource access
and the underlying degree of competition (Ekanayake-Weber et al.
2024). A modeling study by Leimar and Bshary (2022) also found
that, although dominance relationships may change over time,
dominants cannot always effectively interfere with subordinates’
resource access. The relationship between reproductive skew and
dominance differentials depends both on the effectiveness of
interference and on its cost for the dominants (Leimar and Bshary
2022). When the effectiveness is too low or the cost is too high,
the interference trait does not evolve, meaning that dominants
will not interfere with the subordinates’ access to resources even
in the presence of clear dominance relationships. In addition, the
models showed that the discrepancies between skew in resource
access and dominance differentials are expected to be smaller
among males than among females, because males generally
suffer more damage and injuries in contest competition (Feder et
al. 2019; Leimar and Bshary 2022). Contrary to what was suggested
by these theoretical models, we did not find sex difference in the
relationship between hierarchy steepness and the distribution of
fitness-related benefits in relation to individual social rank.

We suggest that, besides wins and losses in agonistic inter-
actions, the patterning and distribution of cooperative or affilia-
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tive interactions for both sexes may also influence the disparities
in the distribution of fitness-related benefits. Through coopera-
tive interactions, individuals exchange resources or services, or
provide support in spite of suffering temporary costs (Axelrod
and Hamilton 1981; Nowak 2006). Kin selection, mutualism, or
reciprocity (Clutton-Brock 2009) can influence the acquisition of
fitness-related benefits independently of dominance rank. For
instance, genetic relationship between dominants and subordin-
ates may contribute direct or indirect fitness to both (Eberhard
1975). In red howler monkeys (Alouatta seniculus), the alpha male
father almost all offspring; however, the subordinate males, who
are closely related to the alpha male, benefit indirectly and in-
crease their inclusive fitness by forming long-term coalitions
with the alpha (Pope 1990). In cooperatively breeding meerkats
(Suricata suricatta), nonreproductive helpers may provide food
items to help rear pups regardless of the helper's dominance
status (Clutton-Brock et al. 2001).

Apart from individual social rank, the patterning and distri-
bution of affiliative interactions among group members, and
emergent phenomena such as social integration and social bond
strength, might, therefore, also influence the distribution of fitness
benefits within groups (Ostner and Schiilke 2018; Snyder-Mackler
et al. 2020). For example, in yellow-bellied marmots (Marmota
flaviventris), the female’s social ability to control their direct and
indirect social relationships plays a more prominent role in re-
productive skew than the traditional measure of dominance (i.e.
linearity of dominance hierarchy) (Maldonado-Chaparro et al.
2024). In primates, allogrooming is a well-recognized cooperative
behavior that can be traded for fitness-related resources, such as
food and mating (Barrett et al. 1999; Schino 2001). Based on bio-
logical market principles, individuals experiencing high levels of
within-group competition with a steep dominance hierarchy may
benefit from trading grooming for access to resources (Henzi and
Barrett 1999; Barrett et al. 2002). Indeed, there is some evidence
that the steeper a dominance hierarchy is, the more grooming
is directed up the hierarchy (Schino and Aureli 2008). Overall,
however, studies linking hierarchy steepness to the relationship
between grooming and fitness-related benefits have yielded dif-
ferent outcomes. Some studies have shown that the link between
grooming and food tolerance is not associated with the degree
of group hierarchy steepness (M. sylvanus, Roubova et al. 2015;
Pan paniscus, Stevens et al. 2005). Conversely, in female M. mulatta,
lower-ranking individuals are more likely to exchange grooming
for drinking tolerance when the hierarchy is moderately steep
(Balasubramaniam and Berman 2017). Moreover, male chimpan-
zees (P. troglodytes schweinfurthii) try to coerce mating when the
hierarchy is steep, whereas they exchange grooming for mating
when the hierarchy is shallow (Kaburu and Newton-Fisher 2015;
see also a review in Dunayer and Berman 2016). Moreover, socio-
ecological models predict that there is an association between co-
alition formation and contest competition for resources (Sterck et
al. 1997; Pandit and van Schaik 2003). The formation of coalitions
helps subordinate individuals, limiting the capacity of dominants
to monopolize resources (Berghénel et al. 2010; Young et al. 2013);
coalitions may also allow subordinates to achieve higher social
ranks (Perry et al. 2008; Schiilke et al. 2010; Neumann et al. 2022).
Indeed, a growing literature shows that increased lifespan and re-
productive success are often associated with strong cooperative
exchanges independently of dominance rank (Parish 1996; Feh
1999; Brent et al. 2017; Alberts 2019).

Primates may also employ other behavioral strategies to ac-
quire fitness-related benefits, for example, social tolerance and
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avoidance. In a comparative study between bonobos (P. paniscus)
and chimpanzees, hierarchy steepness predicted the level of indi-
vidual tolerance for food sharing (Jaeggi et al. 2010). Chimpanzees
who formed a shallower dominance hierarchy shared food more
frequently and actively than bonobos who lived in more despotic
groups (Jaeggi et al. 2010). Avoidance may also be a powerful
strategy if the monopolization of food resources is high (Koenig
and Borries 2009). Whenever possible, subordinates may avoid
feeding close to dominant individuals and choose to take a
more peripheral position in the group to feed away from com-
petitors (Janson 1985). As a result, food acquisition may not be
rank-related, but subordinates face greater costs or risks by
occupying a peripheral spatial position, such as greater foraging
effort, distance to social partners, or predation risk (Monaghan
and Metcalfe 1985; Schiilke and Ostner 2012; Heesen et al. 2015).
More investigations on these alternative behavioral strategies
are needed to explicitly identify their role in resource distribu-
tion among group members in relation to their dominance hier-
archy. It is important to determine to what extent these strategies
benefit low-ranking individuals and offset the losses caused by
their lack of competitiveness in resource competition. The avail-
able evidence suggests that the effects of these alternative strat-
egies may not be strong enough to eliminate a general positive
effect of dominance on resource acquisition and fitness (Majolo
et al. 2012), but may weaken the relationship between hierarchy
steepness and the disparities in resource acquisition and fitness
(this study).

In conclusion, using 4 different algorithms to quantify dom-
inance hierarchy, our study did not find evidence that the degree
of inequality in the distribution of fitness-related benefits along
the hierarchy is predicted by the steepness of the hierarchy in
primate groups. We expect future studies to further assess the
factors (e.g. other aspects of dominance hierarchies or social inte-
gration) that might influence individual access to fitness-related
benefits in social groups.

Supplementary material

Supplementary material is available at Behavioral Ecology online.

Acknowledgments

We thank the MacaqueNet big-team science consortium and the
administrators for the opportunity to contact the researchers. We
are also very grateful to Dr Wolfgang Viechtbauer and Dr Michael
Briga for their generosity and assistance in programming the code
and interpreting the results. Special thanks to Dr Yong Zhi Foo, Dr
Lukasz Stasielowicz and Dr Guido Schwarzer for their invaluable
guidance during the revision process. Data collection for Assamese
macaques was permitted by the Department of National Parks
Thailand and the National Research Council Thailand. In addition,
we would like to thank the Economic Planning Unit Malaysia,
the Forestry Department of the Peninsular Malaysia and the
Department of Wildlife and National Parks Peninsular Malaysia
in Selangor, the Himachal Pradesh Forest Department in Shimla,
the Kerala Forest Department, the Indian Institute of Science
Education and Research (IISER), and Thiruvananthapuram in
Thenmala for giving us permission to conduct our study in the 3
sites. We are also grateful to Camille Luccisano, Eduardo Saczek,
Silvia La Gala, Nur Atiqua Tahir, Shelby Samartino, Rachael Hume,
Eduardo Saczek, Taniya Gill, Kawaljit Kaur, Bidisha Chakraborty,
Benjamin Sipes, Nalina Aiempichitkijkarn, Pooja Dongre,

Mohammed Ismail, Megha Majoe, Rajarshi Saha, Alvaro Sobrino,
and Menno Van Berkel for their assistance with data collection.
We thank Dr Hema Somanathan and her research group at IISER
Thiruvananthapuram for providing access to their Field Station,
and for assisting with logistics. Finally, we extend our gratitude
to Lalit Mohan, Sandeep Rattan, Santosh Thakur, Nadine Ruppert
and Ahmad Ismail for helping us with the logistics during field
work.

Funding

This work was supported by the China Scholarship Council
(#201606140071) to P. Huang. Macaca mulatta data provided
by L. J. N. Brent were supported by grants from the National
Institutes of Health (ROIMHO096875, ROIMH089484) and the
Cayo Santiago Field Station is supported by the Office of
Research Infrastructure Programs of the NIH (2P400D012217).
M. mulatta, M. radiata, M. fascicularis data provided by M. E. Arlet,
K. N. Balasubramaniam, B. A. Beisner, E. Bliss-Moreau, S. S. K.
Kaburuy, P. R. Marty and B. McCowan were financially supported
by the National Science Foundation (#1518555) to B. McCowan.
O. Schiilke and J. Ostner were supported by DFG Project-ID
454648639—SFB 1528 Cognition of Interaction. MacaqueNet is
supported by a European Research Council Consolidator Grant
(864461—FriendOrigins).

Data availability

Analyses reported in this article can be reproduced using the data
provided by Huang et al. (2024).

References

Alberts SC. 2019. Social influences on survival and reproduction:
insights from a long-term study of wild baboons. ] Anim Ecol.
88(1):47-66. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12887

Alberts SC, Buchan JC, Altmann J. 2006. Sexual selection in
wild baboons: from mating opportunities to paternity suc-
cess. Anim Behav. 72(5):1177-1196. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
anbehav.2006.05.001

Arnold C, Matthews LJ, Nunn CL. 2010. The 10kTrees website: a new
online resource for primate phylogeny. Evol Anthropol Issues
News Rev. 19(3):114-118. https://doi.org/10.1002/evan.20251

Arngvist G, Nilsson T. 2000. The evolution of polyandry: multiple
mating and female fitness in insects. Anim Behav. 60(2):145-164.
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1446

Axelrod R, Hamilton WD. 1981. The evolution of cooperation. Science.
211(4489):1390-1396. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.7466396

Balasubramaniam KN, Berman C. 2017. Grooming interchange for
resource tolerance: biological markets principles within a group
of free-ranging rhesus macaques. Behaviour. 154(11):1145-1176.
https://doi.org/10.1163/1568539x-00003462

Balasubramaniam KN, Berman CM, De Marco A, Dittmar K, Majolo B,
Ogawa H, Thierry B, De Vries H. 2013. Consistency of dominance
rank order: a comparison of David’s scores with I&SI and Bayesian
methods in macaques: dominance rank order in macaques. Am J
Primatol. 75(9):959-971. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.22160

Balasubramaniam KN, Dittmar K, Berman CM, Butovskaya M,
Cooper MA, Majolo B, Ogawa H, Schino G, Thierry B, de Waal FBM.
2012a. Hierarchical steepness and phylogenetic models: phylo-
genetic signals in Macaca. Anim Behav. 83(5):1207-1218. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2012.02.012

202 1SNBNY O UO JaSN SSIPNIS YleaH 4O [000Y0S S,94071S Aq |¥1.2€/2/9909BIB/G/SE/E[0IME/008Yaq /W00 dNO"0jWapedk//:sdny Wwoly papeojumoq


https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12887
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2006.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2006.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/evan.20251
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1446
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.7466396
https://doi.org/10.1163/1568539x-00003462
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.22160
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2012.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2012.02.012

Balasubramaniam KN, Dittmar K, Berman CM, Butovskaya M, Cooper
MA, Majolo B, Ogawa H, Schino G, Thierry B, de Waal FBM. 2012b.
Hierarchical steepness, counter-aggression, and macaque social
style scale. Am J Primatol. 74(10):915-925. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ajp.22044

Barrett L, Gaynor D, Henzi SP. 2002. A dynamic interaction between
aggression and grooming reciprocity among female chacma ba-
boons. Anim Behav. 63(6):1047-1053. https://doi.org/10.1006/
anbe.2002.3008

Barrett L, Henzi SP, Weingrill T, Lycett JE, Hill RA. 1999. Market
forces predict grooming reciprocity in female baboons. Proc R
Soc Lond B Biol Sci. 266(1420):665-670. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rspb.1999.0687

Barrette C, Vandal D. 1986. Social rank, dominance, antler size, and
access to food in snow-bound wild woodland caribou. Behaviour.
97(1-2):118-145. https://doi.org/10.1163/156853986x00342

Barton RA, Whiten A. 1993. Feeding competition among female olive
baboons, Papio anubis. Anim Behav. 46(4):777-789. https://doi.
0rg/10.1006/anbe.1993.1255

Berard JD, Nirnberg P, Epplen JT, Schmidtke J. 1993. Male rank, repro-
ductive behavior, and reproductive success in free-ranging rhesus
macaques. Primates. 34(4):481-489. https://doi.org/10.1007/
bf02382659

Bercovitch FB, Strum SC. 1993. Dominance rank, resource availability,
and reproductive maturation in female savanna baboons. Behav
Ecol Sociobiol. 33(5):313-318. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00172929

Berghénel A, Schiilke O, Ostner J. 2010. Coalition formation among
Barbary macaque males: the influence of scramble compe-
tition. Anim Behav. 80(4):675-682. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
anbehav.2010.07.002

Bernstein IS. 1976. Dominance, aggression and reproduction
in primate societies. J Theor Biol. 60(2):459-472. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/0022-5193(76)90072-2

Borenstein M, Hedges LV, Higgins JPT, Rothstein HR. 2009. Introduction
to meta-analysis. Chichester, UK: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Borries C, Sommer V, Srivastava A. 1991. Dominance, age, and re-
productive success in free-ranging female hanuman langurs
(Presbytis entellus). Int J Primatol. 12(3):231-257. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/bf02547586

Brent LJN, Ruiz-Lambides A, Platt ML. 2017. Family network size and
survival across the lifespan of female macaques. Proc Biol Sci.
284(1854):20170515. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2017.0515

Butler MA, King AA. 2004. Phylogenetic comparative analysis: a
modeling approach for adaptive evolution. Am Nat. 164(6):683-
695. https://doi.org/10.1086/426002

Cinar O, Nakagawa S, Viechtbauer W. 2022. Phylogenetic multilevel
meta-analysis: a simulation study on the importance of model-
ling the phylogeny. Methods Ecol Evol. 13(2):383-395. https://doi.
0rg/10.1111/2041-210X.13760

Clutton-Brock T. 2009. Cooperation between non-kin in animal
societies. Nature. 462(7269):51-57. https://doi.org/10.1038/
nature08366

Clutton-Brock TH, Brotherton PNM, O'Riain MJ, Griffin AS, Gaynor D,
Kansky R, Sharpe L, McIlrath GM. 2001. Contributions to coopera-
tive rearing in meerkats. Anim Behav. 61(4):705-710. https://doi.
org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1631

Cowlishaw G, Dunbar RIM. 1991. Dominance rank and mating suc-
cess in male primates. Anim Behav. 41(6):1045-1056. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/s0003-3472(05)80642-6

De la Fuente MF, Schiel N, Bicca-Marques JC, Caselli CB, Souto A,
Garber PA. 2019. Balancing contest competition, scramble com-
petition, and social tolerance at feeding sites in wild common

Behavioral Ecology, 2024, Vol. 35,No. 5 | 11

marmosets (Callithrix jacchus). Am J Primatol. 81(4):e22964. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ajp.22964

de Vries H. 1995. An improved test of linearity in dominance hier-
archies containing unknown or tied relationships. Anim Behav.
50(5):1375-1389. https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-3472(95)80053-0

de Vries H, Stevens JMG, Vervaecke H. 2006. Measuring and testing
the steepness of dominance hierarchies. Anim Behav. 71(3):585-
592. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2005.05.015

de Waal FBM. 1989. Dominance ‘style’ and primate social organ-
ization. In: Standen V, Foley RA, editors. Comparative Socioecology:
The Behavioural Ecology of Humans and Other Mammals. Oxford:
Blackwell Scientific Publications. p. 243-263.

DiFiore A, Rendall D. 1994. Evolution of social organization: a reappraisal
for primates by using phylogenetic methods. Proc Natl Acad Sci
USA. 91(21):9941-9945. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.91.21.9941

Dolhinow P, McKenna JJ, Laws JVH. 1979. Rank and repro-
duction among female langur monkeys: aging and im-
provement (They're not just getting older, they're
getting  better). Aggress Behav. 5(1):19-30. https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/1098-2337(1979)5:1<19::aid-ab2480050104>3.0.c0;2-7

Dunayer ES, Berman CM. 2016. Biological markets: theory, inter-
pretation, and proximate perspectives. A response to Sanchez-
Amaro and Amici (2015). Anim Behav. 121(13):131-136. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2016.08.018

Dunbar RIM, Dunbar EP. 1977. Dominance and reproductive suc-
cess among female gelada baboons. Nature. 266(5600):351-352.
https://doi.org/10.1038/266351a0

Eberhard MJW. 1975. The evolution of social behavior by kin selec-
tion. Q Rev Biol. 50(1):1-33. https://doi.org/10.1086/408298

Ekanayake-Weber MS, O’Connor-Coates CJ, Koenig A. 2024.
Steep hierarchies without skew? modeling how ecology and
decision-making shape despotism of relationships. Am Nat.
203(2):189-203. https://doi.org/10.1086/727702

Elo AE. 1978. The rating of chessplayers, past and present. New York:
Arco Publications.

Engelhardt A, Muniz L, Perwitasari-Farajallah D, Widdig A. 2017.
Highly polymorphic microsatellite markers for the assessment of
male reproductive skew and genetic variation in critically endan-
gered crested macaques (Macaca nigra). Int J Primatol. 38(4):672-
691. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10764-017-9973-x

Fairbanks LA, McGuire MT. 1984. Determinants of fecundity and
reproductive success in captive vervet monkeys. Am J Primatol.
7(1):27-38. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.1350070106

Feder JA, Lu A, Koenig A, Borries C. 2019. The costs of competi-
tion: injury patterns in 2 Asian colobine monkeys. Behav Ecol.
30(5):1242-1253. https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arz070

Fedigan LM. 1983. Dominance and reproductive success in primates.
Am ] Phys Anthropol. 26(S1):91-129. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ajpa.1330260506

Feh C. 1999. Alliances and reproductive success in Camargue
stallions. Anim Behav. 57(3):705-713. https://doi.org/10.1006/
anbe.1998.1009

Gammell MP, de Vries H, Jennings DJ, Carlin CM, Hayden TJ. 2003.
David’s score: a more appropriate dominance ranking method
than Clutton-Brock et al’s index. Anim Behav. 66(3):601-605.
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2003.2226

Grafen A. 1989. The phylogenetic regression. Philos Trans R Soc
Lond B Biol Sci. 326(1233):119-157. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rstb.1989.0106

Gurevitch ], Hedges LV. 1999. Statistical issues in ecological
meta-analyses. Ecology. 80(4):1142-1149. https://doi.
0rg/10.2307/177061

202 1SNBNY O UO JaSN SSIPNIS YleaH 4O [000Y0S S,94071S Aq |¥1.2€/2/9909BIB/G/SE/E[0IME/008Yaq /W00 dNO"0jWapedk//:sdny Wwoly papeojumoq


https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.22044
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.22044
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2002.3008
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2002.3008
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1999.0687
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1999.0687
https://doi.org/10.1163/156853986x00342
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1993.1255
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1993.1255
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02382659
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02382659
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00172929
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2010.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2010.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-5193(76)90072-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-5193(76)90072-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02547586
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02547586
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2017.0515
https://doi.org/10.1086/426002
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13760
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13760
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature08366
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature08366
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1631
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1631
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0003-3472(05)80642-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0003-3472(05)80642-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.22964
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.22964
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-3472(95)80053-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2005.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.91.21.9941
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337(1979)5:1<19::aid-ab2480050104>3.0.co;2-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337(1979)5:1<19::aid-ab2480050104>3.0.co;2-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2016.08.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2016.08.018
https://doi.org/10.1038/266351a0
https://doi.org/10.1086/408298
https://doi.org/10.1086/727702
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10764-017-9973-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.1350070106
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arz070
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.1330260506
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.1330260506
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1998.1009
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1998.1009
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2003.2226
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.1989.0106
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.1989.0106
https://doi.org/10.2307/177061
https://doi.org/10.2307/177061

12 | Huangetal.

Harcourt AH. 1987. Dominance and fertility among female primates.
J Zool. 213(3):471-487. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1469-7998.1987.
tb03721.x

Heesen M, Macdonald S, Ostner J, Schiilke O. 2015. Ecological and
social determinants of group cohesiveness and within-group spa-
tial position in wild assamese macaques. Ethology. 121(3):270-
283. https://doi.org/10.1111/eth.12336

Heesen M, Rogahn S, Macdonald S, Ostner J, Schiilke O. 2014.
Predictors of food-related aggression in wild Assamese ma-
caques and the role of conflict avoidance. Behav Ecol Sociobiol.
68(11):1829-1841. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-014-1792-x

Henzi SP, Barrett L. 1999. The value of grooming to female primates.
Primates. 40(1):47-59. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02557701

Higgins JPT, Thompson SG. 2002. Quantifying heterogeneity
in a meta-analysis. Stat Med. 21(11):1539-1558. https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/5im.1186

Hilpert AL, Jones CB. 2005. Possible costs of radio-tracking a
young adult female mantled howler monkey (Alouatta palliata)
in deciduous habitat of Costa Rican tropical dry forest. J
Appl Anim Welf Sci. 8(3):227-232. https://doi.org/10.1207/
$15327604jaws0803_6

Huang P, Arlet ME, Balasubramaniam KN, Beisner BA, Bliss-Moreau
E, Brent LJN, Duboscq J, Garcia-Nisa I, Kaburu SSK, Kendal R, et al.
2024. Relationship between dominance hierarchy steepness and
rank-relatedness of benefits in primates. Behav Ecol. https://doi.
0rg/10.5061/dryad.n5tb2rc4w

Huber HF, Ford SM, Bartlett TQ, Nathanielsz PW. 2015. Increased ag-
gressive and affiliative display behavior in intrauterine growth
restricted baboons. ] Med Primatol. 44(3):143-157. https://doi.
0rg/10.1111/jmp.12172

Jaeggi AV, Stevens JMG, van Schaik CP. 2010. Tolerant food sharing
and reciprocity is precluded by despotism among bonobos but
not chimpanzees. Am ] Phys Anthropol. 143(1):41-51. https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/ajpa.21288

Janson C. 1985. Aggressive competition and individual food con-
sumption in wild brown capuchin monkeys (Cebus apella). Behav
Ecol Sociobiol. 18(2):125-138. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00299041

Janson CH. 1988. Intra-specific food competition and primate so-
cial structure: a synthesis. Behaviour. 105(1-2):1-17. https://doi.
0rg/10.1163/156853988x00412

Jennions MD, Mgller AP. 2002. Relationships fade with time: a meta-
analysis of temporal trends in publication in ecology and evo-
lution. Proc Biol Sci. 269(1486):43-48. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rspb.2001.1832

Jones CB. 1980. The functions of status in the mantled howler
monkey, Alouatta palliata GRAY: Intraspecific competition for
group membership in a folivorous neotropical primate. Primates.
21(3):389-405. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02390468

Jones JH. 2011. Primates and the evolution of long, slow life his-
tories. Curr Biol. 21(18):R708-R717. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
cub.2011.08.025

Kaburu SSK, Newton-Fisher NE. 2015a. Egalitarian despots:
Hierarchy steepness, reciprocity and the grooming-trade model
in wild chimpanzees, Pan troglodytes. Anim Behav. 99(2015):61-71.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2014.10.018

Kaburu SSK, Newton-Fisher NE. 2015b. Trading or coercion?
Variation in male mating strategies between two communities of
East African chimpanzees. Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 69(6):1039-1052.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-015-1917-x

Kamilar JM, Cooper N. 2013. Phylogenetic signal in primate behav-
iour, ecology and life history. Philos Trans R Soc London Ser B.
368(1618):20120341. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2012.0341

Kaplan J. 2020. fastDummies: fast creation of dummy (Binary) col-
umns and rows from categorical variables. https://CRAN.R-
project.org/package=fastDummies

King AJ, Douglas CM, Huchard E, Isaac NJ, Cowlishaw G. 2008.
Dominance and affiliation mediate despotism in a social pri-
mate. Curr Biol. 18(23):1833-1838. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cub.2008.10.048

Klass K, Cords M. 2011. Effect of unknown relationships on linearity,
steepness and rank ordering of dominance hierarchies: simula-
tion studies based on data from wild monkeys. Behav Processes.
88(3):168-176. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2011.09.003

Koenig A. 2002. Competition for resources and its behavioral con-
sequences among female primates. Int J Primatol. 23(4):759-783.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015524931226

Koenig A, Borries C. 2006. The predictive power of socioecological
models: a reconsideration of resource characteristics, agonism,
and dominance hierarchies. In: Hohmann G, Robbins MM, Boesch
C, editors. Feeding ecology in apes and other primates. Vol. 10.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. p. 263-284.

Koenig A, Borries C. 2009. The lost dream of ecological deter-
minism: time to say goodbye? ... or a White Queen’s proposal?
Evol Anthropol Issues News Rev. 18(5):166-174. https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/evan.20225

Koricheva J, Jennions MD, Lau J. 2013. Temporal trends in effect
sizes: causes, detection, and implications. In: Handbook of meta-
analysis in ecology & evolution. Vol. 15. Princeton: Princeton
University Press. p. 237-254.

Landis M]J, Schraiber JG, Liang M. 2013. Phylogenetic analysis using
Lévy processes: finding jumps in the evolution of continuous
traits. Syst Biol. 62(2):193-204. https://doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/
sys086

Lee PC, Oliver JI. 1979. Competition, dominance and the ac-
quisition of rank in juvenile yellow baboons (Papio cyno-
cephalus).  Anim Behav. 27(2):576-585. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/0003-3472(79)90193-3

Leimar O, Bshary R. 2022. Effects of local versus global competi-
tion on reproductive skew and sex differences in social domin-
ance behaviour. Proc Biol Sci. 289(1987):20222081. https://doi.
0rg/10.1098/rspb.2022.2081

Leiva D, de Vries H. 2022. Steepness: testing steepness of dominance
hierarchies [accessed 2022 May 06]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/
package=steepness

Majolo B, Lehmann J, de Bortoli Vizioli A, Schino G. 2012. Fitness-
related benefits of dominance in primates. Am J Phys Anthropol.
147(4):652-660. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.22031

Maldonado-Chaparro AA, Philson CS, Zhang X, Blumstein DT. 2024.
Social control is associated with increased reproductive skew in
a wild mammal. Biol Lett. 20(6):20240003. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rsbl.2024.0003

Mitani JC, Call J, Kappeler PM, Palombit RA, Silk JB. 2012. The evo-
lution of primate societies. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Monaghan P, Metcalfe NB. 1985. Group foraging in wild brown hares:
effects of resource distribution and social status. Anim Behav.
33(3):993-999. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0003-3472(85)80033-6

Mundry R. 2014. Statistical issues and assumptions of phylogen-
etic generalized least squares. In: Garamszegi LZ, editor. Modern
Phylogenetic Comparative Methods and Their Application
in Evolutionary Biology. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin
Heidelberg. p. 131-153.

Minkemiller T, Lavergne S, Bzeznik B, Dray S, Jombart T,
Schiffers K, Thuiller W. 2012. How to measure and test

202 1SNBNY O UO JaSN SSIPNIS YleaH 4O [000Y0S S,94071S Aq |¥1.2€/2/9909BIB/G/SE/E[0IME/008Yaq /W00 dNO"0jWapedk//:sdny Wwoly papeojumoq


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1987.tb03721.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1987.tb03721.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/eth.12336
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-014-1792-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02557701
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1186
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1186
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327604jaws0803_6
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327604jaws0803_6
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.n5tb2rc4w
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.n5tb2rc4w
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmp.12172
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmp.12172
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.21288
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.21288
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00299041
https://doi.org/10.1163/156853988x00412
https://doi.org/10.1163/156853988x00412
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2001.1832
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2001.1832
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02390468
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2011.08.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2011.08.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2014.10.018
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-015-1917-x
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2012.0341
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=fastDummies
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=fastDummies
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2008.10.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2008.10.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2011.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015524931226
https://doi.org/10.1002/evan.20225
https://doi.org/10.1002/evan.20225
https://doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/sys086
https://doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/sys086
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-3472(79)90193-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-3472(79)90193-3
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2022.2081
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2022.2081
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=steepness
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=steepness
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.22031
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2024.0003
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2024.0003
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0003-3472(85)80033-6

phylogenetic signal. Methods Ecol Evol. 3(4):743-756. https://doi.
0rg/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2012.00196.x

Nakagawa S, Cuthill IC. 2007. Effect size, confidence interval
and statistical significance: a practical guide for biolo-
gists. Biol Rev Camb Philos Soc. 82(4):591-605. https://doi.
0rg/10.1111/.1469-185X.2007.00027 X

Nakagawa S, Lagisz M, Jennions MD, Koricheva ], Noble DWA,
Parker TH, Sanchez-Tojar A, Yang Y, O'Dea RE. 2022. Methods
for testing publication bias in ecological and evolutionary
meta-analyses. Methods Ecol Evol. 13(1):4-21. https://doi.
0rg/10.1111/2041-210X.13724

Nakagawa S, Santos ESA. 2012. Methodological issues and advances
in biological meta-analysis. Evol Ecol. 26(5):1253-1274. https://
doi.org/10.1007/510682-012-9555-5

Nakagawa S, Schielzeth H. 2010. Repeatability for Gaussian
and non-Gaussian data: a practical guide for biolo-
gists. Biol Rev Camb Philos Soc. 85(4):935-956. https://doi.
0rg/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2010.00141.x

Neumann C. 2022. EloSteepness: bayesian dominance hierarchy
steepness via Elo rating and David’s scores [accessed 2022 Oct
12]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=EloSteepness

Neumann C, Duboscq J, Dubuc C, Ginting A, Irwan AM, Agil M,
Widdig A, Engelhardt A. 2011. Assessing dominance hierarchies:
validation and advantages of progressive evaluation with Elo-
rating. Anim Behav. 82(4):911-921. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
anbehav.2011.07.016

Neumann C, Fischer J. 2022. Extending Bayesian Elo-rating to quan-
tify the steepness of dominance hierarchies. Methods Ecol Evol.
14(2):669-682. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.14021

Neumann C, Kulik L. 2020. EloRating: animal dominance hierarchies
by elo rating [accessed 2022 Oct 12]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/
package=EloRating

Neumann C, Kulik L, Agil M, Engelhardt A, Widdig A. 2022. Temporal
dynamics and fitness consequences of coalition formation in
male primates. Proc Biol Sci. 289(1976):20212626. https://doi.
0rg/10.1098/rspb.2021.2626

Nowak MA. 2006. Five rules for the evolution of cooperation. Science.
314(5805):1560-1563. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1133755

O’Dea RE, Lagisz M, Jennions MD, Koricheva ], Noble DWA, Parker
TH, Gurevitch J, Page MJ, Stewart G, Moher D, et al. 2021. Preferred
reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses in
ecology and evolutionary biology: a PRISMA extension. Biol
Rev Camb Philos Soc. 96(5):1695-1722. https://doi.org/10.1111/
brv.12721

Olivier C-A, Martin JS, Pilisi C, Agnani P, Kauffmann C, Hayes L,
Jaeggi AV, Schradin C. 2024. Primate social organization evolved
from a flexible pair-living ancestor. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA.
121(1):22215401120. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2215401120

Ostner J, Schilke O. 2018. Chapter Four - Linking sociality to fitness
in primates: a call for mechanisms. In: Naguib M, Barrett L, Healy
SD, Podos J, Simmons LW, Zuk M, editors. Advances in the study of
behavior. Vol. 50. Cambridge: Academic Press. p. 127-175. https://
www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0065345417300220

Pandit SA, van Schaik CP. 2003. A model for leveling coalitions
among primate males: toward a theory of egalitarianism.
Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 55(2):161-168. https://doi.org/10.1007/
500265-003-0692-2

Paradis E, Schliep K. 2019. Ape 5.0: an environment for modern
phylogenetics and evolutionary analyses in R. Bioinformatics.
35(3):526-528. https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bty633

Parish AR. 1996. Female relationships in bonobos (Pan paniscus):
evidence for bonding, cooperation, and female dominance in

Behavioral Ecology, 2024, Vol. 35,No.5 | 13

a male-philopatric species. Hum Nat. 7(1):61-96. https://doi.
org/10.1007/BF02733490

Perlman RF, Borries C, Koenig A. 2016. Dominance relationships in
male Nepal gray langurs (Semnopithecus schistaceus). Am J Phys
Anthropol. 160(2):208-219. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.22958

Perry S, Manson JH, Muniz L, Gros-Louis J, Vigilant L. 2008. Kin-
biased social behaviour in wild adult female white-faced capu-
chins, Cebus capucinus. Anim Behav. 76(1):187-199. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2008.01.020

Pope TR. 1990. The reproductive consequences of male cooperation
in the red howler monkey: paternity exclusion in multi-male and
single-male troops using genetic markers. Behav Ecol Sociobiol.
27(6):439-446. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00164071

Poulin R. 2000. Manipulation of host behaviour by parasites: a weak-
ening paradigm? Proc Biol Sci. 267(1445):787-792. https://doi.
0rg/10.1098/rspb.2000.1072

R Core Team. 2021. R: A language and environment for statistical
computing. R Found Stat Comput [accessed 2022 Mar 10]. https://
WWW.I-project.org/

Reed C, O'Brien TG, Kinnaird MF. 1997. Male social behavior and
dominance hierarchy in the Sulawesi crested black Macaque
(Macaca nigra). Int ] Primatol. 18(2):247-260. https://doi.
0rg/10.1023/A:1026376720249

Revell L], Harmon LJ, Collar DC. 2008. Phylogenetic signal, evolu-
tionary process, and rate. Syst Biol. 57(4):591-601. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/10635150802302427

Richter C, Mevis L, Malaivijitnond S, Schiilke O, Ostner J. 2009.
Social relationships in free-ranging male Macaca arctoides.
Int J Primatol. 30(4):625-642. https://doi.org/10.1007/
510764-009-9364-z

Roubova V, Kone¢na M, Smilauer P, Wallner B. 2015. Whom to groom
and for what? Patterns of grooming in female Barbary ma-
caques (Macaca sylvanus). PLoS One. 10(2):e0117298. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0117298

Sanchez-Tojar A, Farine DR. 2021. aniDom: inferring dominance
hierarchies and estimating uncertainty [accessed 2021 Mar 06].
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=aniDom

Sanchez-Tojar A, Schroeder J, Farine DR. 2018. A practical guide
for inferring reliable dominance hierarchies and estimating
their uncertainty. J Anim Ecol. 87(3):594-608. https://doi.
0rg/10.1111/1365-2656.12776

Schielzeth H. 2010. Simple means to improve the interpretability of
regression coefficients. Methods Ecol Evol. 1(2):103-113. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2010.00012.x

Schino G. 2001. Grooming, competition and social rank among fe-
male primates: a meta-analysis. Anim Behav. 62(2):265-271.
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2001.1750

Schino G, Aureli F. 2008. Trade-offs in primate grooming re-
ciprocation: testing behavioural flexibility and correl-
ated evolution. Biol ] Linn Soc. 95(3):439-446. https://doi.
0rg/10.1111/§.1095-8312.2008.01067.x

Schino G, Lasio F. 2019. Mandrills represent their own dominance
hierarchy on a cardinal, not ordinal, scale. Anim Cogn. 22(6):1159-
1169. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10071-019-01308-8

Schiilke O, Bhagavatula J, Vigilant L, Ostner J. 2010. Social bonds
enhance reproductive success in male macaques. Curr Biol.
20(24):2207-2210. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2010.10.058

Schiilke O, Ostner J. 2012. Chapter 9 Ecological and social influ-
ences on sociality. In: The evolution of primate societies. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press. p. 195-219.

Shivani, Huchard E, Lukas D. 2022. The effect of dominance
rank on female reproductive success in social mammals.

202 1SNBNY O UO JaSN SSIPNIS YleaH 4O [000Y0S S,94071S Aq |¥1.2€/2/9909BIB/G/SE/E[0IME/008Yaq /W00 dNO"0jWapedk//:sdny Wwoly papeojumoq


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2012.00196.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2012.00196.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00027.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00027.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13724
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13724
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10682-012-9555-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10682-012-9555-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2010.00141.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2010.00141.x
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=EloSteepness
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2011.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2011.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.14021
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=EloRating
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=EloRating
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2021.2626
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2021.2626
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1133755
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12721
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12721
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2215401120
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0065345417300220
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0065345417300220
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-003-0692-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-003-0692-2
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bty633
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02733490
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02733490
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.22958
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2008.01.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2008.01.020
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00164071
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2000.1072
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2000.1072
https://www.r-project.org/
https://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026376720249
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026376720249
https://doi.org/10.1080/10635150802302427
https://doi.org/10.1080/10635150802302427
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10764-009-9364-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10764-009-9364-z
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0117298
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0117298
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=aniDom
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12776
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12776
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2010.00012.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2010.00012.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2001.1750
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2008.01067.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2008.01067.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10071-019-01308-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2010.10.058

14 | Huangetal.

Peer Community J. 2(2022):e48. https://doi.org/10.24072/
pcjournal.158

Shultz S, Opie C, Atkinson QD. 2011. Stepwise evolution of stable
sociality in primates. Nature. 479(7372):219-222. https://doi.
org/10.1038/nature10601

Silk JB. 1987. Social behavior in evolutionary perspective. In: Smuts BB,
Cheney DL, Seyfarth RM, Wrangham RW, Struhsaker TT, editors.
Primate societies. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. p. 318-329.

Silk JB. 2007a. The adaptive value of sociality in mammalian groups.
Philos Trans R Soc London Ser B. 362(1480):539-559. https://doi.
0rg/10.1098/rstb.2006.1994

Silk JB. 2007b. Social components of fitness in primate groups.
Science. 317(5843):1347-1351. https://doi.org/10.1126/
science.1140734

Snyder-Mackler N, Burger JR, Gaydosh L, Belsky DW, Noppert GA,
Campos FA, Bartolomucci A, Yang YC, Aiello AE, O'Rand A, et
al. 2020. Social determinants of health and survival in humans
and other animals. Science. 368(6493):eaax9553. https://doi.
org/10.1126/science.aax9553

Sterck EHM, Watts DP, van Schaik CP. 1997. The evolution of female
social relationships in nonhuman primates. Behav Ecol Sociobiol.
41(5):291-309. https://doi.org/10.1007/5002650050390

Sterne JAC, Gavaghan D, Egger M. 2000. Publication and related
bias in meta-analysis: power of statistical tests and prevalence
in the literature. J Clin Epidemiol. 53(11):1119-1129. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/50895-4356(00)00242-0

Sterne JAC, Sutton AJ, Ioannidis JPA, Terrin N, Jones DR, Lau J,
Carpenter J, Rucker G, Harbord RM, Schmid CH, et al. 2011.
Recommendations for examining and interpreting funnel plot
asymmetry in meta-analyses of randomised controlled trials.
BMJ. 343(7818):d4002-d4002. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d4002

Stevens JMG, Vervaecke H, de Vries H, van Elsacker L. 2005. The influ-
ence of the steepness of dominance hierarchies on reciprocity and
interchange in captive groups of bonobos (Pan paniscus). Behaviour.
142(7):941-960. https://doi.org/10.1163/1568539055010075

Stockley P, Bro-Jgrgensen J. 2011. Female competition and its evo-
lutionary consequences in mammals. Biol Rev Camb Philos

Soc. 86(2):341-366. https://doi.org/10.1111/§.1469-185X.2010.
00149.x

Strum SC. 1982. Agonistic dominance in male baboons: an alter-
native view. Int J Primatol. 3(2):175-202. https://doi.org/10.1007/
bf02693494

Strum SC, Western JD. 1982. Variations in fecundity with age and
environment in olive baboons (Papio anubis). Am J Primatol. 3(1-4):
61-76. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.1350030106

Surbeck M, Mundry R, Hohmann G. 2011. Mothers matter! Maternal
support, dominance status and mating success in male bo-
nobos (Pan paniscus). Proc Biol Sci. 278(1705):590-598. https://doi.
0rg/10.1098/rspb.2010.1572

Vehrencamp SL. 1983. A model for the evolution of despotic versus
egalitarian societies. Anim Behav. 31(3):667-682. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/s0003-3472(83)80222-x

Viechtbauer W. 2010. Conducting meta-analyses in R with the metafor.
J Stat Softw. 36(3):1-48. https://doi.org/10.18637/js5.v036 103

Watts HE, Holekamp KE. 2007. Hyena societies. Curr Biol.
17(16):R657-R660. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2007.06.002

Whitehead H, Rendell L. 2004. Movements, habitat use and feeding
success of cultural clans of South Pacific sperm whales.J Anim Ecol.
73(1):190-196. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2004.00798 x

Whitten PL. 1983. Diet and dominance among female vervet mon-
keys (Cercopithecus aethiops). Am ] Primatol. 5(2):139-159. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ajp.1350050205

Wilson EO. 2000. Sociobiology: the new synthesis. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press.

Young C, Hahndel S, Majolo B, Schiilke O, Ostner J. 2013. Male co-
alitions and female behaviour affect male mating success inde-
pendent of dominance rank and female receptive synchrony in
wild Barbary macaques. Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 67(10):1665-1677.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-013-1577-7

Young C, Majolo B, Heistermann M, Schilke O, Ostner J. 2013. Male
mating behaviour in relation to female sexual swellings, socio-
sexual behaviour and hormonal changes in wild Barbary ma-
caques. Horm Behav. 63(1):32-39. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
yhbeh.2012.11.004

202 1SNBNY O UO JaSN SSIPNIS YleaH 4O [000Y0S S,94071S Aq |¥1.2€/2/9909BIB/G/SE/E[0IME/008Yaq /W00 dNO"0jWapedk//:sdny Wwoly papeojumoq


https://doi.org/10.24072/pcjournal.158
https://doi.org/10.24072/pcjournal.158
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10601
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10601
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2006.1994
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2006.1994
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1140734
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1140734
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aax9553
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aax9553
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002650050390
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0895-4356(00)00242-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0895-4356(00)00242-0
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d4002
https://doi.org/10.1163/1568539055010075
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2010.00149.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2010.00149.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02693494
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02693494
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.1350030106
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2010.1572
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2010.1572
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0003-3472(83)80222-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0003-3472(83)80222-x
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v036.i03
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2007.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2004.00798.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.1350050205
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.1350050205
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-013-1577-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yhbeh.2012.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yhbeh.2012.11.004

	Relationship between dominance hierarchy steepness and rank-relatedness of benefits in primates
	Introduction
	Methods
	Literature search
	Data extraction
	Data processing and management
	Model construction

	Results
	Discussion
	Supplementary material
	Acknowledgments
	References


