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INTRODUCTION

A common hallmark of closely related species is that 
they often differ markedly in sexual display traits. This 
causes females to choose their own males over those of 
other species, reducing genetic exchange and suggest-
ing that sexual selection can promote speciation and 
help maintain differentiation after secondary contact 
of populations that diverged in allopatry. However, the-
oretical models reveal that differentiated preferences 
along a single trait axis such as coloration are hard 
to maintain under gene flow, and can instead homo-
genise and impede speciation (Servedio & Bürger, 2014; 
Weissing et al., 2011). This raises dual questions of how 
population-specific preferences could arise and persist, 
and whether speciation is facilitated or instead hindered 

by sexual selection. Secondary contact of populations 
that undergo hybridisation is of particular interest both 
because of the widespread nature of allopatric differenti-
ation, and the increasing frequency of secondary contact 
due to anthropogenic change (Chunco, 2014; Mooney & 
Cleland, 2001; Sánchez-Guillén et al., 2015).

Despite assuming a single trait axis, other theoreti-
cal studies find that sexual selection enhances speciation 
when females prefer a male display that is condition-
dependent (i.e. strongly expressed only by high-condition 
males) and populations inhabit different environments 
(Proulx, 1999, 2001; van Doorn et al., 2009). In these 
models, only local males are adapted to the local envi-
ronment; they thus have high condition and can strongly 
express the condition-dependent indicator trait. In con-
trast, migrant males, who are in the ‘wrong’ environ-
ment and thus in low condition, have low display trait 
values. Even though females in these models possess a 
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Abstract

Influential models of speciation by sexual selection posit either a single shared 

preference for a universal display, expressed only when males are locally adapted 

and hence in high condition, or that shared loci evolve population-specific alleles 

for displays and preferences. However, many closely related species instead show 

substantial differences across categorically different traits. We present a model 

of secondary contact whereby females maintain preferences for distinct displays 

that indicate both male condition and their match to distinct environments, foster-

ing reproductive isolation among diverging species. This occurs even with search 

costs and with independent preference loci targeting independent displays. Such 

preferences can also evolve from standing variation. Divergence occurs because 

condition-dependent display and female preference depend on local ecology, and 

females obtain different benefits of choice. Given the ubiquity of ecological differ-

ences among environments, our model could help explain the evolution of striking 

radiations of displays seen in nature.
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single, universal preference for the universal condition-
dependent display, this single preference favours local 
males in each environment, therefore fostering assor-
tative mating and speciation without preference diver-
gence, bypassing the most theoretically difficult part of 
the speciation process.

Yet, females of closely related species can prefer dif-
ferent displays, which these models cannot explain. 
Critically, these are not only different values of the same 
display but can be categorically different displays alto-
gether, especially in cases where species inhabit distinct 
environments (Chaine & Lyon, 2008; Endler & Houde, 
1995; Hebets et al., 2013; Kodric-Brown & West, 2014; 
Lindholm et al., 2014; Rosenthal & Ryan, 2011). For ex-
ample in some cases, females prefer males with bright 
colours while in a closely related species females prefer 
males with large body size (Boughman et al., 2005; Kozak 
et al., 2009). So, how do these preference differences 
arise? If they arise in allopatry, can they be maintained 
if taxa come into secondary contact? Do they foster as-
sortative mating and promote the speciation process? We 
focus on these questions here, presenting a mechanism 
that we term ‘the ecological stage’, and exploring it with 
a population genetic model of secondary contact.

Under the ecological stage mechanism, the presence 
of categorically different, ecologically relevant selection 
pressures among populations promotes the evolution of 
distinct preferences for categorically distinct indicator 
traits, furthering reproductive isolation. The speciation 
models cited above (Proulx, 1999, 2001; van Doorn et al., 
2009) invoke condition dependence and highlight that 
the action of sexual selection depends on local ecolog-
ical conditions, but there are important differences be-
tween those models and the ecological stage mechanism. 
Specifically, the ecological stage mechanism has three 
components (Figure 1).

First, categorically different selective regimes among 
environments underlie local adaptation. Ecological con-
ditions often vary among populations; in turn causing 
primary selective agents to differ between environments 
(Hereford, 2009; Schluter & McPhail, 1992). In Figure 1, 
in the first environment, parasitism may be intense so 
that individuals with high resistance to parasitism have 
high fitness (shown by low parasite load; Karvonen & 
Seehausen, 2012). In the second environment, high den-
sity enhances resource competition, so that individuals 
with high foraging ability have enough food and high 
fitness (shown by large size; Grant & Grant, 2006). 
Because ecological traits that confer high fitness in the 
local environment differ across populations with differ-
ent selective regimes, the targets of selection also differ 
(parasite resistance vs. foraging ability in Environments 
1 vs. 2). The loci underlying these traits would thus show 
conditional neutrality, where an allele affects fitness in 
one environment but is neutral or nearly neutral in an-
other, which genomic studies have shown to be fairly 
common (Anderson et al., 2013; Mitchell-Olds et al., 

2007; Savolainen et al., 2013). Importantly, there are not 
just different magnitudes or directions of selection from 
a single source, but different primary selective agents 
altogether.

Second, in populations with different selective driv-
ers, categorically different male displays indicate local 
adaptation and environmental-match in each environ-
ment, thus signalling an individual's genetic quality in 
that environment. For example indicators in Figure 1 are 
bright colour, indicating parasite resistance in the first 
environment, and size, indicating foraging ability in the 
second. We stress that each indicator is relevant only in 
its local environment. These distinct displays serve two 
indicator functions. First, they indicate male condition 
(here, the extent of local adaptation). Second, they in-
dicate the specific type of benefit females can obtain 
(here, whether the male matches the local environment, 
e.g. parasite resistance vs. good foraging). That displays 
serve as honest indicators of environmental-match is key 
to the ecological stage mechanism (e.g. in Environment 
1 only males with high parasite resistance have low par-
asite load and display red, whereas with few parasites 
in Environment 2 all males have low parasite load and 
could display red if they have the proper display allele, 
consistent with conditional neutrality). This differs from 
standard condition dependence of former models, where 
universal displays indicate general condition and level of 
adaptation, versus the ecological stage, where distinct 
displays indicate the specific nature of local adaptation 
and reason for high condition in the local environment.

Environmental-match indicators should be favoured 
because costs and benefits are environment specific. 
Male displays are likely to be sensitive to varying ecolog-
ical conditions (Bussière et al., 2008; Proulx, 1999, 2001), 
and because of their high energetic and selective costs, in-
dicator traits may trade-off against each other (Bussière 
et al., 2008; Miller & Svensson, 2014). Evolutionarily, 
this likely results in individuals expressing a high value 
of the single best indicator in their environment rather 
than lower values of multiple displays. Such trade-offs 
could contribute to differentiated displays in distinct en-
vironments that serve as honest indicators. Predicting 
categorically different displays and that these indicate 
environmental match also distinguishes the ecological 
stage mechanism from most models (Proulx, 1999, 2001; 
van Doorn et al., 2009), but see van Doorn (2004).

Third, alternate populations maintain categorically 
different female preferences for distinct displays. Their 
evolution is affected by both environmental-match 
and condition-dependent indicator functions. Within 
populations, preferences are expected to evolve for 
male displays that honestly indicate benefits to fe-
males, whether for direct or indirect benefits (Houle 
& Kondrashov, 2002; Price et al., 1993). Additionally, 
empirical studies demonstrate that benefits of mate 
choice may depend on ecological context (Chaine 
& Lyon, 2008; Hale & St Mary, 2007; Pfennig, 2007; 
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Rodríguez & Greenfield, 2003; Schmoll, 2011; Welch, 
2003). Given these points, the ecological stage mecha-
nism posits that females should evolve to prefer the par-
ticular display that indicates local adaptation, because 
it indicates specific benefits that match their local en-
vironment (Ingleby et al., 2010; Proulx & Servedio, 
2009; Reinhold, 2004; Servedio, 2004). In Figure 1, 
this would be preference for colour indicating the spe-
cific benefit of parasite resistance in Environment 1 
versus preference for large size indicating the benefit 
of good foraging in Environment 2. Because the eco-
logical stage hypothesis assumes categorically distinct 

indicator traits, there would likely be different loci for 
the two displays as well the two preferences (i.e. pref-
erence for colour and for size would be controlled by 
two different loci). Similarly, van Doorn (2004) consid-
ered the evolution of separate preferences for reveal-
ing indicator traits. However, predicting categorically 
different preferences for displays that match the local 
environment, and are controlled by separate loci, also 
distinguishes the ecological stage mechanism from al-
most all earlier models.

Thus, in the ecological stage mechanism, distinct 
environments generate consistently different selection 

F I G U R E  1   Conceptual framework for the ecological stage mechanism. Allopatric populations experience two distinct environments 
subject to distinctly different primary selective drivers targeting distinct traits. In Environment 1 the primary selective driver is parasitism 
targeting parasite resistance (EM1; refer to The Model section for more detail), while in Environment 2 food availability targets foraging 
efficiency (EN2). Distinctly different male displays function to indicate environmental match in each population; red colour (M1) indicates 
low parasite load, requiring parasite resistance when in Environment 1, while large body size (N2) indicates high food intake, requiring good 
foraging ability when in Environment 2. Male displays also depend on individual condition in both populations. Displays thus function to 
honestly indicate local adaptation, for the environment in which the selection pressure related to that particular display is acting. Female 
preferences evolve for the display that honestly indicates a match to that environment and high condition; preference for the red colour that 
indicates low parasite load in Environment 1 (PR2) and preference for the large body size that indicates high food intake in Environment 2 (PL2). 
Mating with males expressing high values of distinct displays confers both direct fecundity benefits and indirect benefits for females' offspring 
of high survival due to parasite resistance (Environment 1) versus foraging ability (Environment 2). Upon secondary contact due to the onset 
of migration, females generally reject foreign males because they do not display the correct distinct indicator. This occurs because males 
generally lack locally adapted alleles and are thus in low condition or lack alleles for the local display; in both cases, they express low values 
of the distinct local indicator. Most importantly, females do not prefer the foreign display, as the foreign indicator is not relevant in the local 
environment. (Artwork by Marcella Willett)
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pressures, which cause differentiation in both ecological 
traits and male displays. This results in entirely different 
types of displays serving as indicators of local adapta-
tion in each environment, and correspondingly differ-
ent benefits to females who thus prefer distinct displays 
in each environment (Tinghitella et al., 2020). We ask 
here whether this allows differentiated preferences to be 
maintained or even to evolve from standing variation, 
thereby increasing reproductive isolation among popu-
lations. Does it avoid homogenising preferences between 
populations as seen in prior models? Previous condition-
dependent models predict that the same display and pref-
erence are found across populations (Proulx, 1999, 2001; 
van Doorn et al., 2009), which cannot fully explain the 
diversification of preference and display seen in nature. 
If the ecological stage hypothesis allows preference dif-
ferentiation, it instead provides a mechanism whereby 
distinct condition-dependent and environmental-match 
indicators exist in different ecological contexts, predict-
ing different preference-trait combinations in natural 
populations.

TH E MODEL

We investigate a population genetic model of the evolu-
tion after secondary contact of two populations, each 
occupying a different environment and thus dominated 
by a different primary selective agent (we develop equa-
tions in full in Supplementary Material A: Methods, and 
in the code archived on Dryad https://doi.org/10.5061/
dryad.44j0zpcfy). Supplementary Table A5 summarises 
all parameters. The majority of cases examined assume 
that populations in each environment have already un-
dergone local adaptation and preference differentiation 
in allopatry, and consider evolutionary responses upon 
secondary contact; see the final section for divergence 
occurring after gene flow commences. Specifically, each 
population has fixed an allele at an ecological locus criti-
cal for adaptation to that environment (loci EM and EN 
in populations 1 and 2 respectively; these loci represent 
categorically different traits locally adapted in each en-
vironment, e.g. EM1 is an allele for parasite resistance 
allowing low parasite load when parasites are prevalent 
and EN2 is an allele for good foraging ability enabling 
high food intake under high competition, Figure 1). Prior 
to secondary contact, a different male display evolves as 
an honest indicator of local adaptation in each environ-
ment, at loci M and N in populations 1 and 2 respec-
tively; for example allele M1 allows the expression of red 
colour and allele N2 allows the expression of large size 
(both depending on condition specific to the local selec-
tion pressure). For example in Environment 1 parasites 
are prevalent and an allele that increases parasite resist-
ance, EM1, has fixed at the ecological locus EM. Red col-
our, controlled by allele M1, serves as an honest indicator 
in Environment 1 of parasite resistance at the display 

locus M (e.g. M1 allows carotenoid sequestration if the 
male has allele EM1 and is thus in good condition with 
low parasite load; the subscript 1 thus marks the most 
relevant alleles at the ecological and display loci in popu-
lation 1). Key to the ecological stage mechanism is that 
in Environment 2, parasites are not the primary selective 
agent, and thus allelic variation at the EM locus is nearly 
neutral (with allowable exceptions explained below) 
making these conditionally neutral alleles with fitness ef-
fects below the selection-drift threshold (Anderson et al., 
2013; Wadgymar et al., 2017). In Environment 2, red can 
be expressed by rare M1 individuals, as all individuals 
have low parasite load; red is thus not an honest indica-
tor of condition in this environment. In Environment 2, 
a different trait (e.g. foraging ability, at locus EN, coded 
for by allele EN2) is ecologically important and marked 
by a different honest indicator, of foraging (e.g. large 
size, coded for by allele N2 at locus N; the subscript 2 
thus characterises the most relevant alleles in population 
2); foraging ability is of little ecological importance in 
Environment 1. Assuming separate loci for environment-
specific traits accords with studies showing, for example 
that pigmentation genes (e.g. MC1r, MITF) underlie col-
our, whereas growth genes (e.g. IGF2BP1) underlie size 
(e.g. Zhou et al., 2018). Variation at the ecological and 
display loci is generated in each population by the onset 
of migration upon secondary contact in this two-island 
model.

For most analyses, we assume that female preferences 
also differentiated in allopatry, but also consider cases 
when they evolve from a low starting frequency upon 
secondary contact. Female preferences are characterised 
by locus PR in population 1 and PL in population 2. The 
subscript R denotes a preference for red coloration (to 
continue our example in Figure 1). At both preference 
loci, allele 2 (PR2 and PL2) denotes the preference is pres-
ent (for red colour and large size respectively) and allele 
1 (PR1 and PL1) denotes no preference. Preferences are 
environmentally dependent such that a display is only 
preferred in the environment in which it is an honest in-
dicator (e.g. PR2 females only prefer red in Environment 
1). We use the subscript R to remind readers that pref-
erence is for the colour red, not merely the presence of 
the ‘correct’ allele at the M locus. Similarly, subscript L 
denotes preference for large size in population 2.

The life cycle assumed consists of unidirectional mu-
tation against the beneficial alleles at the ecological and 
display loci, migration (at rate mig) between the two 
populations, viability selection, mating and fecundity se-
lection. Offspring are produced after recombination (fol-
lowing standard equations for haploids) and segregation.

After migration, each ecological locus undergoes via-
bility selection in both sexes, with selection coefficients 
sEM and sEN describing the benefits for the local allele 
at loci EM and EN. Male displays develop after migra-
tion and experience costs during viability selection, con-
trolled by selection coefficients sR, cost to red colour, 
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or sL, cost to large size. Displays are expressed fully by 
high-condition males in their local environment who 
possess alleles for local adaptation and local display, but 
can also be fully or partially expressed in other contexts 
(described after preferences, below). Additionally, we in-
corporate trade-offs, over and above other costs, when 
males attempt to express both displays (even partially); 
these have selection coefficient sTL and sTH for low and 
high-condition males respectively.

Viability selection is followed by mating and fecun-
dity selection. During mating, females with allele PR2 
or PL2 prefer red colour or large size, respectively, with 
a preference strength of αR or αL. Preferences are gen-
erally only expressed by females when in their local 
environment, but exceptions are described in the next 
paragraph. Preference strength affects the search costs 
females experience. Specifically, we use parameters sCR 
and sCL (for red and large preference respectively) to set 
frequency-dependent search costs that are higher when 
the preference is stronger or the preferred male is rarer 
(see Methods). High-condition males and females both 
have higher fecundity, with benefit f for local alleles at 
the ecological loci, although we also explore the case of 
no fecundity benefit. Females can thus gain both direct 
benefits via the fecundity advantage of mating with a 
well-adapted male, and indirect benefits via choosing 
high-condition males carrying locally adapted alleles. 
By including both direct and indirect benefits we can 
evaluate their effects on preference differentiation and 
reproductive isolation.

As presented in the Supplementary Methods, we 
also allow partial display expression (e.g. pink colour or 
medium size), partial costs and partial expression of fe-
male preferences, to explore the consequences of broad-
sense condition dependence and environmental-match. 
We allow for low-condition males to partially express a 
display by multiplying the selection coefficient sR or sL 
for those genotypes by γlow (0 < γlow < 1), which induces 
condition-dependent costs of display; reduced costs are 
interpreted as reduced expression (see Methods for addi-
tional interpretations). We allow partial costs of display 
in the wrong environment similarly using modifier γenvt, 
which induces environmentally specific costs of display. 
Additionally, modifiers σlow or σenvt modify preference 
strengths αR and αL. Parameter σenvt causes females with 
the ‘wrong’ preference allele for an environment, (e.g. 
a PL2 female in Environment 1) to express their prefer-
ence only partially, or not at all if σenvt = 0. Thus, female 
preference depends on ecological context as has been 
shown in several example studies (Chaine & Lyon, 2008; 
Moehring & Boughman, 2019; Pfennig, 2007; Rosenthal 
& Ryan, 2011; Tinghitella et al., 2013). Parameter σlow can 
be interpreted as partial preference for low-condition 
males in the ‘correct’ environment or fully expressed 
preferences for a partial display. In most figures we allow 
moderate partial preferences and display costs, so that 
males in the ‘wrong’ environment or in low condition 

present a display that has, for example half the cost and 
is preferred half as much as a fully expressed display (i.e. 
γlow = γenvt = σenvt = σlow = 0.5); by doing so results shown 
are generally conservative regarding divergence.

The parameters γ and σ also allow the model to 
capture important concepts in other sexual selection 
models. They allow display expression to correspond 
to three traditionally recognised types of good genes 
models (condition-dependent, epistatic or revealing, see 
Methods; Andersson, 1994; Dhole et al., 2018). In addi-
tion, parameters for partial preference can correspond 
to different preference functions (e.g. linear or threshold; 
see Methods).

Some reproductive isolation occurs in our model 
when preferences are diverged, specifically when a dif-
ferent preference is common in each population but rare 
in the other population. For example at equilibrium the 
red preference allele at the PR locus may be common in 
population 1, where red is an honest indicator of local 
adaptation, but the allele for random mating at this locus 
may be common in population 2; the opposite would be 
true at the PL locus. Reproductive isolation is assessed by 
a measure of the hybridisation rate at the ecological and 
display trait loci. That reproductive isolation occurs by 
the spread of preference alleles at two different prefer-
ence loci, one relevant in each environment, is a substan-
tial departure from the assumptions of almost all prior 
speciation models. Those instead assume that opposing 
alleles at each of one or more loci control preferences 
across populations (e.g. Doebeli, 2005; Weissing et al., 
2011; Servedio & Bürger, 2014). Different preference loci 
underlying categorically distinct preferences (e.g. for 
colour and size) most likely far better approximates the 
genetics of such preferences than assuming they are con-
trolled by the same locus.

RESU LTS A N D DISCUSSION

Our first and primary finding is that the ecological 
stage mechanism effectively maintains preference and 
trait differentiation. Upon secondary contact, the lo-
cally adapted ecological traits of each population are 
initially diverged; male displays and female preferences 
are also differentiated. Despite the gene flow that con-
stitutes contact, substantial preference differentiation 
is retained at the evolutionary equilibrium (Figure 2a: 
maximum preference differentiation is 0.74 across pop-
ulations at the PR and PL loci). The strength of prefer-
ence is critically important to this maintenance: below 
α  ≈  4 there is less preference differentiation, but above 
this value much of the original differentiation is main-
tained. Strong preferences cause the preference loci to 
become tightly correlated with the display loci M and 
N and hence the ecological loci EM and EN; this allows 
evolutionary divergence at the preference loci as the eco-
logical loci respond to viability selection during local 
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adaptation. In addition, strong preferences generate 
more sexual selection on the display loci M and N, which 
also increases indirect selection on the PR and PL loci. 
Both the ecological traits and especially the male dis-
plays also maintain high levels of differentiation at equi-
librium (Figure 2b). Similar to other secondary contact 
models, we find that population differentiation increases 
with decreasing migration rate, and is prohibited when 
migration is too high (with moderately strong prefer-
ences, mig > ~0.05, Figure S1). These results confirm that 
preferences for distinct displays, and the displays them-
selves, can remain differentiated between populations, 

caused by distinct ecological contexts posited by the eco-
logical stage mechanism.

Of special importance is our second major finding: 
that maintaining preference and trait divergence pushes 
hybridisation to low levels (Figure 2c). Low hybridisation 
can help maintain species boundaries over time, even in 
the face of gene flow (Barton & Hewitt, 1989; Harrison 
& Larson, 2014), with resulting patterns of high diver-
gence for genomic regions containing loci underpinning 
reproductive isolation or differential adaptation even in 
an otherwise homogenised genome (e.g. in Heliconius 
butterflies: Arias et al., 2012; Martin et al., 2013). This 

F I G U R E  2   Differentiation and hybridisation between the two populations at equilibrium. Differentiation increases and hybridisation 
decreases with stronger ecological selection sEM and sEN. The populations were initiated with fully diverged preferences (where lower-case letters 
denote the frequency of the alleles in upper-case, the first subscript indicates which population the frequency is measured in and the second 
subscript indicates the allelic identity: pR12 = 1.0, pR22 = 0, pL12 = 0, pL22 = 1.0) and fully diverged ecological and mating traits (eM12 = 0, m12 = 0, 
eN12 = 0, n12 = 0, eM22 = 1, m22 = 1, eN22 = 1, n22 = 1). This matches our assumption of secondary contact after divergence of preferences and traits 
in allopatry. Mutations rates μEM = μEN = μM = μN = 0.01 mimic the magnitude of mutation on several loci that might constitute a complex 
polygenic trait. Other parameters (see Methods) are mig1 = mig2 = 0.01, γlow = γenvt = 0.5, σlow = σenvt = σT = 0.5, sCR = sCL = 0.015, sR = sL = 0.1, 
ffem,M = ffem,N = fmale,M = fmale,N = 0.1, sTH = 0.5, sTL = 0.9. The x-axis represent preference strength α, defined as how much more likely a female 
is to mate with a male that she prefers versus a male that she does not, given equal encounters. (a) Preference differentiation between the 
populations, measured as the difference under varying ecological selection sE = sEM = sEN between the frequency of PR2 in population 1 (pR12) 
and PR2 in population 2 (pR22, yielding pR12 – pR22; note that under symmetrical conditions this is equal to pL22 – pL12). b) Mating trait (dotted) 
and ecological trait (dashed) differentiation. The former is measured as the difference between the frequency of M2 in population 1 (m12) and 
M2 in population 2 (m22, yielding m12 – m22) and the latter is measured as the difference between the frequency of EM2 in population 1 (eM12) and 
EM2 in population 2 (eM22, yielding eM12 – eM22). c) Proportion of the population that are hybrids, defined as containing a mismatch between the 
ecological and display loci for either loci specific to population 1 or loci specific to population 2 (e.g. all genotypes that are not EM1M1EN1N1, 
EM1M1EN2N2, EM2M2EN1N1, or EM2M2EN2N2)

(a) (b)

(c)
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demonstrates that the ecological stage mechanism can 
maintain a notable level of reproductive isolation, and 
thus contribute to speciation.

The evolutionary forces in the ecological stage mech-
anism are strong enough to drive preference differentia-
tion even when divergent selection is entirely indirect. We 
find preference divergence with no direct fecundity ben-
efit ( f = 0, Figure 3), although strong benefits of mating 
with a more fecund locally adapted male ( f > 0) further 
increase preference divergence. Moreover, ecological 
selection through local adaptation has only a moderate 
effect on preference divergence across fecundity values, 
as seen by the small differences between values of sE 
(Figure 3), suggesting that differentiation is primarily 
due to sexual selection. When there is no fecundity se-
lection, the net forces of direct and indirect selection in 
the system combine to provide disruptive selection; di-
rect disruptive natural selection on any locus is absent, 
but still preference differentiation is maintained (Box 1, 
Supplementary Material B).

Distinct loci underlying ecologically relevant 
preferences remain divergent

One of the primary ways in which the ecological stage 
model departs notably from almost all previous theoreti-
cal work is that preferences for the male display charac-
teristic of one population versus the other are controlled 
by entirely different loci (as are the population-specific 
ecological and display traits). While this may initially 
seem a technical distinction, it is actually of fundamen-
tal importance. Not only is it a more plausible match for 
the biology of categorically distinct preferences, but it has 
the property that the spread of one preference does not 

displace the other—instead both preferences can poten-
tially co-exist at high frequency. One might therefore ex-
pect both preferences to spread across both populations 
upon secondary contact, as indeed they would if it were 
not for search costs, display trade-offs, and environmen-
tal matching (see next sections). In contrast, almost all 
previous models with separate preference and display loci 
assume a single preference locus (or each locus for a quan-
titative preference) has alternate alleles coding for each 
population's preference (Kopp et al., 2018). The single ex-
ception that we are aware of is a model by van Doorn 
(2004); in ‘Afterthoughts on Chapters 8 & 9’, pp. 286–289) 
that similarly considers different sets of loci to determine 
condition in two habitats. There, different displays are 
indicators of quality in each habitat (revealing indica-
tors in their characteristic patch, but epistatic indicators 
in the other patch; Maynard-Smith, 1976, 1985), and fe-
males choose mates based on patch-specific preferences 
for each display. Neither partial expression of display, nor 
trade-offs between displays, nor direct versus indirect 
selection on preferences are assessed in that work; there 
is, however, a direct cost to expressing both preferences, 
which is not included in our model. We anticipate that 
including such a cost in our model would make it even 
less likely for preferences to reach high frequency in the 
‘wrong’ population, further promoting preference diver-
gence. Similar to our model (Figure S1), van Doorn finds 
that preference and display differentiation occur under a 
narrow range of migration rates. Thus, both models show 
that the increased biological realism of separate loci for 
categorically different preferences allow differentiation.

Environmental-match preferences and indicator 
displays are essential

A key element of the ecological stage mechanism is that 
indicators and preferences match selective pressures in 
the local environment, and we found that environmental 
matching is essential to maintain differentiation. High 
values of σenvt, which reduce the environmental-matching 
of preferences, can erode differentiation (Figure 4a; 
effects of the three classical types of indicators are ex-
plored in Figures S3 and S4). Thus, when females prefer 
displays that do not honestly indicate benefits important 
in the local environment (σenvt > ~0.5), both preferences 
tend to fix across both populations, removing preference 
differentiation (see also Figures S3 and S4). High costs to 
the foreign display, γenvt, or very high trade-offs for high-
condition males, sTH, partly retard such fixation or even 
maintain preference differentiation.

The role of condition dependence can likewise be ex-
plored by increasing σlow, which causes females to prefer 
low condition males. In contrast to the environmental-
matching function of the indicators, it appears that while 
condition dependence is helpful it is not essential to dif-
ferentiation, given the fairly small effects of σlow and γlow 

F I G U R E  3   Effect on preference differentiation of direct 
benefits of the male's ecological trait through increased fecundity 
of the mated pair. Preference differentiation is measured as 
in Figure 2. Parameters are as in Figure 2 with αR = αL = 4. 
f = ffem,M = ffem,N = fmale,M = fmale,N
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(Figure 4b). That condition dependence is not essen-
tial is surprising given its central role in former models 
(van Doorn et al., 2009). Our findings instead highlight 
a novel aspect of the ecological stage mechanism—the 
importance of distinct environments and having prefer-
ences and indicators in the proper ecological context to 
foster differentiation and speciation.

Display trade-offs are necessary

We explored whether trade-offs males experience from 
simultaneously expressing both distinct displays affect 
the maintenance of preference and display differentia-
tion (Figure 4c). We find that fitness trade-offs tend to 
promote preference differentiation. In the case of a high-
condition male (well adapted to his local environment), 
a threshold trade-off must be crossed (sTH between 0.1 

and 0.3) to allow any differentiation. After this point, 
increased trade-offs only slightly increase preference 
differentiation. Throughout this range, the strength of 
trade-offs faced by low condition males (sTL) has a negli-
gible effect, suggesting this aspect of condition depend-
ence contributes little to differentiation likely because 
the affected males are at low frequency (Figures S3 and 
S4). We focus attention on cases where trade-offs faced 
by low-condition males are at least as strong as those 
faced by high-condition males (sTL ≥ sTH), which accords 
with expectations from condition-dependent models 
(Grafen, 1990; Zahavi, 1975).

Search costs are critical

Search costs are critical to maintaining preference dif-
ferentiation under the ecological stage mechanism. 

BOX 1  Selective drivers of diversification

The interplay of direct and indirect selection on preference differentiation has intriguing effects. Fecundity 
benefits can play an important role in preference evolution by placing direct selection on each preference in its 
characteristic population. In our model, females that prefer the local display tend to mate with a more fecund 
locally adapted male, and therefore have more offspring. Because we find this can greatly increase preference 
divergence, we expect the ecological stage mechanism to be more important in natural systems where sexual 
selection yields direct benefits, such as parental care quality, (Candolin, 2000; Hale & St Mary, 2007); or 
avoiding parasite transmission, (Beltran-Bech & Richard, 2014; Paciência et al., 2019), especially when pop-
ulations inhabit distinct environments. Local adaptation through viability selection, in contrast, exerts only 
indirect selection on preference through linkage disequilibrium between the preference and the favourable 
ecological alleles in each population; this is a weaker force, although local adaptation is widespread in natural 
populations (Hereford, 2009) and therefore could have a weak effect but be commonly observed.

It is interesting to examine these results further, in light of the fact that direct disruptive natural selection 
figures prominently in most models of speciation with gene flow, and is thought by many to be essential for 
speciation to proceed (e.g. Gavrilets, 2004; but see M'Gonigle et al., 2012). For cases of the ecological stage 
model without fecundity selection, direct disruptive viability or fecundity selection acting on any type of trait 
is absent; nonetheless, divergence is maintained in preference, male display, and ecological trait loci, and hy-
bridisation is kept low. Instead, selection on these traits is a mix of direct viability selection in one population, 
with indirect viability selection or direct sexual selection acting in the opposite direction in the other popu-
lation (see Supplementary Material B). The net effect of both these direct and indirect selective forces yields 
divergent selection among populations, a feature in common with ecological speciation (Rundle & Nosil, 
2005; Schluter, 2000). Specifically, the ecological loci are directly favoured in one population but under no 
direct selection at all in the other population, where instead they decrease due to indirect selection via their 
association with the foreign display and preference alleles (both directly selected against—see next lines). 
Display loci increase in their local population due to sexual selection, and viability selection acts against the 
display in the foreign environment. The preference loci are directly selected against in both populations due to 
search costs, but increase in their focal population due to indirect selection so that preference differentiation 
is maintained even in the absence of direct fecundity selection. These forms of selection contrast with those 
in many other speciation models, which assume direct disruptive selection on ecological traits resulting from 
either local adaptation (e.g. Kirkpatrick, 2001; Servedio, 2004; Servedio & Bürger, 2014) or competition (e.g. 
Dieckmann & Doebeli, 1999; Bürger et al., 2006; Pennings et al., 2008; Rettelbach et al., 2013). Our finding that 
direct disruptive ecological selection is not necessary for the evolution of reproductive isolation in the ecologi-
cal stage model highlights that researchers should be cautious about claiming that it is required for speciation; 
a combination of direct and indirect selection from multiple pathways, can instead suffice.
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Specifically, having distinct female preferences (and 
displays) controlled by different loci risks losing pref-
erence differentiation; without search costs we expect 
both preferences to sweep across both populations, 
resulting in multiple shared preferences and displays, 
as follows. In its characteristic population, each pref-
erence is favoured directly by fecundity selection, be-
cause females with the local preference tend to pair 
with locally adapted and hence highly fecund males. 
Each preference is also favoured by indirect selec-
tion due to the linkage disequilibrium that the prefer-
ence locus forms with the male display and ecological 
loci. When search costs are absent or very low (to the 
left of the curves in Figure 5a), there is essentially no 
force opposing these sources of selection. Because the 

populations are connected by migration, both prefer-
ence alleles become universal; females in our example 
would prefer males that are both red and large provided 
σenvt  >  0, that is have multiple ornaments (Candolin, 
2003; van Doorn et al., 2004). However, this homog-
enisation is countered when search costs increase. 
Specifically, preference differentiation occurs because 
high-condition displays are common in their character-
istic population, making frequency-dependent search 
costs in that population weak (Figure 5b). In contrast, 
the preferred display is rare in the opposite population 
(when σenvt  >  0), making frequency-dependent search 
costs strong. Search costs thus generate strong direct 
selection against ‘foreign’ preferences, preventing 
them from spreading in the ‘wrong’ population and 

F I G U R E  4   Effect on preference differentiation of environmental matching, condition dependence, and trade-offs. Preference 
differentiation is measured as in Figure 2. Parameters are as in Figure 2 (unless otherwise specified) with αR = αL = 4 and in panels (a) and (b) 
sTH = 0.1, sTL = 0.9. (a) When preferences are not environmentally specific preference differentiation is lowered. This occurs when females prefer 
the indicator trait regardless of it being in the wrong environment (higher γenvt shows different costs that males are paying for expressing the 
trait in this ‘wrong’ environment). (b) Preference differentiation is also lowered, but very slightly (note y-axis) when females prefer males in low 
condition in addition to those in high condition (higher σlow) in the ‘right’ environment. The lines for γlow show different costs that males are 
paying for expressing the trait when they are in low condition. Condition-dependent costs of display (γlow) have a minor slowing effect and show 
subtle changes in rank with high γlow showing slightly less differentiation at σlow = 0 and slightly more at σlow = 1. (c) Preference differentiation 
is increased with trade-offs above a critical value. Trade-offs occur through selection on males when they express two display traits. The x-axis 
shows the trade-offs for dual trait expression from low male condition sTL and high-condition males sTH when these are equal. Additional 
analyses (Figures S3 and S4) indicate that when sTL increases above sTH there is a very slight increase in preference differentiation above values 
shown here

(a) (b)

(c)
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allowing preference differentiation to be maintained. 
When search costs are very strong, to the right of the 
curves in Figure 5a, they overwhelm all selection fa-
vouring the preference regardless of the population, so 
that no preference can be maintained; mating becomes 
random. Intermediate search costs are thus most con-
ducive to preference differentiation.

Our inclusion of search costs fits with empirical 
expectations; female search costs are thought to be 
common and can affect fitness by increasing predation 
or the risk of going unmated, or losing foraging time 
(Etienne et al., 2014). A search cost of 0.1 would reduce 
female fitness by about 10%, and is in the range shown 
in some experiments (e.g. Lindström & Lehtonen, 
2013). Search costs are also critically important for 
maintaining preference divergence in another model 
(M'Gonigle et al., 2012), which incorporates spatial 
differences in carrying capacity but no ecological di-
vergence. However, in that model, different preference 
alleles compete at the same locus, preventing both 
preferences from spreading. This again highlights the 
importance of allowing different loci to control each 
preference; our model obtains preference differentia-
tion despite the addition of this realistic feature. The 
need for search costs to maintain differentiation and 
reproductive isolation is in direct contrast to many 
models of sexual selection which suggest that costly 
mate choice undermines preference evolution (e.g. 
Bulmer, 1989).

Preferences can diverge from standing variation

Finally, we also assess conditions where preferences 
are initially rare, assuming either full divergence at 
both the male display and ecological loci, or initial 
divergence only in the ecological trait due to local 
adaptation, which is probably more realistic. These 
simulations directly address progress towards specia-
tion with gene flow rather than maintaining divergence 
that has occurred in allopatry. We find that when pref-
erences are strong, preference divergence can evolve 
when preferences start at a frequency above 0.05–0.07  
(Figure S5), but no divergence occurs when preferences 
are notably rarer, e.g 0.01. Additionally, preferences 
differentiate more easily (with a slightly lower pref-
erence strength) when the preferred displays are also 
rare, suggesting that as male displays evolve, they drag 
the corresponding preferences along. Therefore, the 
ecological stage mechanism can promote divergence 
when preferences evolve from standing variation, but 
not via new mutation, which would introduce the pref-
erence at too low a frequency. In general, the ecological 
stage model is most applicable to secondary contact; 
however, the important finding that it can work from 
standing genetic variation in female preference and 
male display suggests that ‘de novo’ reproductive isola-
tion could evolve via this mechanism. This broadens 
the contexts in which the ecological stage may contrib-
ute to the speciation process.

F I G U R E  5   The effect of search costs on preference differentiation at equilibrium. (a) Preference differentiation, measured as in Figure 
2, is maintained across a range of search costs. Stronger preferences broaden this range, and intermediate search costs are most effective 
at maintaining differentiation. (b) The effective search cost on the PR locus (s∗

cRk
) in population k, weighted by the preference strength 

and frequency of preferred male, is low in the ‘local’ versus ‘foreign’ population (where population 1 is ‘local’, solid: population 1, dashed: 
population 2, colours as in panel a). Specifically, the search cost is s∗

cRk
= scR

(

1 − zRk∕(1 + �R)
)

 , where zRk represents the sum of the frequencies 
of each type of male in population k times the strength of preference for that type of male (as in Otto et al., 2008). The frequency of the allele 
for the preferred trait (M1) is very high in population 1 (between 0.95 and 0.98, with larger values at higher preference strengths) and is very low 
in population 2 (between 0.008 and 0.015, with lower values at higher preference strengths; see Figure S6). The solid lines in population 1 are 
visually indistinguishable at this scale, indicating there is very little change in the effective search cost as preference strength varies in the local 
population. Parameter values are set as in Figure 2 with sEM = sEN = 0.1, sTL = 0.5, γlow = γenvt = 0.5 and σlow = σenvt = σT = 0

(a) (b)
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CONCLUSION

The ecological stage model emphasises that ecological 
conditions shape mating interactions and can signifi-
cantly reduce hybridisation rate. We show that categori-
cally distinct selection forces among populations can 
lead to divergence in male displays and female prefer-
ences that match the local environment. Differentiation 
persists in secondary contact, preventing hybridisation 
and furthering the speciation process. Differentiation 
can also occur with gene flow from low levels of standing 
variation. This all occurs because females choosing local 
males obtain distinctly different benefits that are espe-
cially favoured in that population's selective regime, and 
these benefits are indicated by the local male display; the 
foreign display indicates differing benefits that are not 
under notable selection in the local population. A recent 
empirical test supports our model by confirming several 
key predictions of distinct displays indicating distinct 
benefits that match the local environment (Tinghitella 
et al., 2020). The ecological stage model does not rely 
on differences in sensory environment or their effects 
on the evolution of communication, and is thus distinct 
from the sensory drive hypothesis and its contribution 
to speciation (Boughman, 2002; Endler, 1992). It could, 
however, work in conjunction with sensory drive and 
does share the feature that distinct environments lead to 
differentiation among populations in female preference 
and male display; however, the mechanisms causing this 
differ.

Under the ecological stage mechanism, search costs 
actually facilitate preference and display divergence and 
help prevent the universal fixation of preferences, in 
marked contrast to most earlier models of sexual selec-
tion in speciation. Divergence can persist even without 
direct disruptive ecological selection, in contrast to the 
widespread belief that it is a necessary ingredient for spe-
ciation in models emphasising ecological mechanisms 
(Box 1). Instead, our model shows that a combination of 
indirect and direct viability and sexual selection acting 
on preferences, which are environmentally dependent, 
in conjunction with trade-offs for males attempting to 
express both displays, is sufficient to maintain differenti-
ation between populations and facilitate speciation. Our 
model adds important realism—allowing distinct loci to 
code for categorically different ecological traits, displays 
and preferences—and nevertheless reveals that prefer-
ence homogenisation can be foiled and populations can 
maintain differentiation in all of these trait types. That 
this differentiation occurs both after secondary contact 
and from standing variation suggests that the ecological 
stage model may have broad relevance for the speciation 
process.

ACK NOW LEDGEM EN TS
We thank members of our labs and R Tinghitella, RCR 
Lackey, M Ålund, R Bürger, P Edelaar, M Willett and 

two anonymous reviewers for input that improved our 
manuscript, and gratefully acknowledge support from 
the Swedish Collegium for Advanced Study to both au-
thors, NSF Dimensions DEB-1638778 to JWB and NSF 
DEB-1939290 to MRS.

AU T HORSH I P
JWB and MRS developed the model and wrote the man-
uscript. JWB also conceived the idea. MRS also wrote 
the code and ran the simulations.

DATA AVA I LA BI LI T Y STAT EM EN T
The code for the manuscript is deposited on Dryad. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.44j0z​pcfy.

ORCI D
Janette W. Boughman   https://orcid.
org/0000-0002-5731-7389 

R E F ER E NC E S
Anderson, J.T., Lee, C.-R., Rushworth, C.A., Coluatti, R.I. & Mitchell-

Olds, T. (2013) Genetic trade-offs and conditional neutrality con-
tribute to local adaptation. Molecular Ecology, 22, 699–708.

Andersson, M.S. (1994) Sexual selection. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press.

Arias, C.F., Rosales, C., Salazar, C.A., Castaño, J., Bermingham, E., 
Linares, M. et al. (2012) Sharp genetic discontinuity across a uni-
modal Heliconius hybrid zone. Molecular Ecology, 21, 5778–5794.

Barton, N.H. & Hewitt, G.M. (1989) Adaptation, speciation and hy-
brid zones. Nature, 341, 497–503.

Beltran-Bech, S. & Richard, F. (2014) Impact of infection on mate 
choice. Animal Behavior, 90, 159–170.

Boughman, J.W. (2002) How sensory drive can promote speciation. 
Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 17, 571–577.

Boughman, J.W., Rundle, H.D. & Schluter, D. (2005) Parallel evolu-
tion of sexual isolation in sticklebacks. Evolution, 59, 361–373.

Bulmer, M. (1989) Structural instability of models of sexual selection. 
Theoretical Population Biology, 35, 195–206.

Bürger, R., Schneider, K.A. & Willensdorfer, M. (2006) The condi-
tions for speciation through intraspecific competition. Evolution, 
60, 2185–2206.

Bussière, L.F., Hunt, J., Stölting, K.N., Jennions, M.D. & Brooks, 
R.C. (2008) Mate choice for genetic quality when environments 
vary: suggestions for empirical progress. Genetica, 134, 69–78.

Candolin, U. (2000) Changes in expression and honesty of sex-
ual signalling over the reproductive lifetime of sticklebacks. 
Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological 
Sciences, 267, 2425–2430.

Candolin, U. (2003) The use of multiple cues in mate choice. Biological 
Reviews, 78, 575–595.

Chaine, A.S. & Lyon, B.E. (2008) Adaptive plasticity in female mate 
choice dampens sexual selection on male ornaments in the lark 
bunting. Science, 319, 459–462.

Chunco, A.J. (2014) Hybridization in a warmer world. Ecology and 
Evolution, 4, 2019–2031.

Dhole, S., Stern, C.A. & Servedio, M.R. (2018) Direct detection of 
male quality can facilitate the evolution of female choosiness 
and indicators of good genes: Evolution across a continuum of 
indicator mechanisms. Evolution, 72, 770–784.

Dieckmann, U. & Doebeli, M. (1999) On the origin of species by sym-
patric speciation. Nature, 400, 354–357.

Doebeli, M. (2005) Adaptive speciation when assortative mating is 
based on female preference for male marker traits. Journal of 
Evolutionary Biology, 18, 1587–1600.

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.44j0zpcfy
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5731-7389
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5731-7389
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5731-7389


12  |      THE ECOLOGICAL STAGE PROMOTES PREFERENCE DIFFERENTIATION

Endler, J. (1992) Signals, signal conditions, and the direction of evolu-
tion. The American Naturalist, 139, S125–S153.

Endler, J.A. & Houde, A.E. (1995) Geographic variation in female 
preferences for male traits in Poecilia reticulata. Evolution, 49, 
456–468.

Etienne, L., Rousset, F., Godelle, B. & Courtiol, A. (2014) How choosy 
should I be? The relative searching time predicts evolution of 
choosiness under direct sexual selection. Proceedings of the 
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 281, 20140190.

Gavrilets, S. (2004) Fitness landscapes and the origin of species. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Grafen, A. (1990) Biological signals as handicaps. Journal of 
Theoretical Biology, 144, 517–546.

Grant, P.R. & Grant, B.R. (2006) Evolution of character displacement 
in Darwin's finches. Science, 313, 224–226.

Hale, R.E. & St Mary, C.M. (2007) Nest tending increases reproduc-
tive success, sometimes: environmental effects on paternal care 
and mate choice in flagfish. Animal Behavior, 74, 577–588.

Harrison, R.G. & Larson, E.L. (2014) Hybridization, introgression, 
and the nature of species boundaries. Journal of Heredity, 
105(Suppl 1), 795–809.

Hebets, E.A., Vink, C.J., Sullivan-Beckers, L. & Rosenthal, M.F. 
(2013) The dominance of seismic signaling and selection for sig-
nal complexity in Schizocosa multimodal courtship displays. 
Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 67, 1483–1498.

Hereford, J. (2009) A quantitative survey of local adaptation and fit-
ness trade-offs. The American Naturalist, 173, 579–588.

Houle, D. & Kondrashov, A.S. (2002) Coevolution of costly mate 
choice and condition-dependent display of good genes. 
Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological 
Sciences, 269, 97–104.

Ingleby, F.C., Hunt, J. & Hosken, D.J. (2010) The role of genotype-
by-environment interactions in sexual selection. Journal of 
Evolutionary Biology, 23, 2031–2045.

Karvonen, A. & Seehausen, O. (2012) The role of parasitism in adap-
tive radiations—when might parasites promote and when might 
they constrain ecological speciation? International Journal of 
Ecology, 2012, 1–20.

Kirkpatrick, M. (2001) Reinforcement during ecological speciation. 
Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological 
Sciences, 268, 1259–1263.

Kodric-Brown, A. & West, R.J.D. (2014) Asymmetries in premating 
isolating mechanisms in a sympatric species flock of pupfish 
(Cyprinodon). Behavioral Ecology, 25, 69–75.

Kopp, M., Servedio, M.R., Mendelson, T.C., Safran, R.J., 
Rodríguez, R.L., Hauber, M.E. et al. (2018) Mechanisms of 
assortative mating in speciation with gene f low: connecting 
theory and empirical research. The American Naturalist, 191, 
1–20.

Kozak, G.M., Reisland, M. & Boughman, J.W. (2009) Sex differences 
in mate recognition and conspecific preference in species with 
mutual mate choice. Evolution, 63, 353–365.

Lindholm, A.K., Head, M.L., Brooks, R.C., Rollins, L.A., Ingleby, 
F.C. & Zajitschek, S.R.K. (2014) Causes of male sexual trait 
divergence in introduced populations of guppies. Journal of 
Evolutionary Biology, 27, 437–448.

Lindström, K. & Lehtonen, T.K. (2013) Mate sampling and choosiness 
in the sand goby. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological 
Sciences, 280, 20130983.

M'Gonigle, L.K., Mazzucco, R., Otto, S.P. & Dieckmann, U. (2012) 
Sexual selection enables long-term coexistence despite ecologi-
cal equivalence. Nature, 484, 506–509.

Martin, S.H., Dasmahapatra, K.K., Nadeau, N.J., Salazar, C.A., 
Walters, J.R., Simpson, F. et al. (2013) Genome-wide evidence 
for speciation with gene flow in Heliconius butterflies. Genome 
Research, 23, 1817–1828.

Maynard-Smith, J. (1976) Sexual selection and the handicap principle. 
Journal of Theoretical Biology, 57, 239–242.

Maynard-Smith, J. (1985) Sexual selection, handicaps and true fit-
ness. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 115, 1–8.

Miller, C.W. & Svensson, E.I. (2014) Sexual selection in complex envi-
ronments. Annual Review of Entomology, 59, 427–445.

Mitchell-Olds, T., Willis, J.H. & Goldstein, D.B. (2007) Which evolu-
tionary processes influence natural genetic variation for pheno-
typic traits? Nature Reviews Genetics, 8, 845–856.

Moehring, A.J. & Boughman, J.W. (2019) Veiled preferences and cryp-
tic female choice could underlie the origin of novel sexual traits. 
Biology Letters, 15, 20180878.

Mooney, H.A. & Cleland, E.E. (2001) The evolutionary impact of in-
vasive species. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 
of the United States of America, 98, 5446–5451.

Otto, S.P., Servedio, M.R. & Nuismer, S.L. (2008) Frequency-
dependent selection and the evolution of assortative mating. 
Genetics, 179, 2091–2112.

Paciência, F.M.D., Rushmore, J., Chuma, I.S., Lipende, I.F., Caillaud, 
D., Knauf, S. et al. (2019) Mating avoidance in female olive ba-
boons (Papio anubis) infected by Treponema pallidum. Science 
Advances, 5, eaaw9724.

Pennings, P.S., Kopp, M., Meszéna, G., Dieckmann, U. & Hermisson, 
J. (2008) An analytically tractable model for competitive specia-
tion. The American Naturalist, 171, E44–E71.

Pfennig, K.S. (2007) Facultative mate choice drives adaptive hybrid-
ization. Science, 318, 965–967.

Price, T.D., Schluter, D. & Heckman, N.E. (1993) Sexual selection 
when the female directly benefits. Biological Journal of the 
Linnean Society, 48, 187–211.

Proulx, S.R. (1999) Mating systems and the evolution of niche breadth. 
The American Naturalist, 154, 89–98.

Proulx, S.R. (2001) Female choice via indicator traits easily evolves 
in the face of recombination and migration. Evolution, 55, 
2401–2411.

Proulx, S.R. & Servedio, M.R. (2009) Dissecting selection on female 
mating preferences during secondary contact. Evolution, 63, 
2031–2046.

Reinhold, K. (2004) Modeling a version of the good-genes hypothe-
sis: female choice of locally adapted males. Organisms, Diversity, 
and Evolution, 4, 157–163.

Rettelbach, A., Kopp, M., Dieckmann, U. & Hermisson, J. (2013) 
Three modes of adaptive speciation in spatially structured pop-
ulations. The American Naturalist, 182, 215–234.

Rodríguez, R.L. & Greenfield, M.D. (2003) Genetic variance and phe-
notypic plasticity in a component of female mate choice in an 
ultrasonic moth. Evolution, 57, 1304–1313.

Rosenthal, G.G. & Ryan, M.J. (2011) Conflicting preferences within 
females: sexual selection versus species recognition. Biology 
Letters, 7, 525–527.

Rundle, H.D. & Nosil, P. (2005) Ecological speciation. Ecology 
Letters, 8, 336–352.

Sánchez-Guillén, R.A., Córdoba-Aguilar, A., Hansson, B., Ott, 
J. & Wellenreuther, M. (2015) Evolutionary consequences of 
climate-induced range shifts in insects. Biological Reviews, 91, 
1050–1064.

Savolainen, O., Lascoux, M. & Merilä, J. (2013) Ecological genomics 
of local adaptation. Nature Reviews Genetics, 14, 807–820.

Schluter, D. (2000) The ecology of adaptive radiation. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press.

Schluter, D. & McPhail, J.D. (1992) Ecological character displacement 
and speciation in sticklebacks. The American Naturalist, 140, 85–108.

Schmoll, T. (2011) A review and perspective on context-dependent ge-
netic effects of extra-pair mating in birds. Journal of Ornithology, 
152, 265–277.

Servedio, M.R. (2004) The evolution of premating isolation: local 
adaptation and natural and sexual selection against hybrids. 
Evolution, 58, 913–924.

Servedio, M.R. & Bürger, R. (2014) The counterintuitive role of sexual 
selection in species maintenance and speciation. Proceedings of 



      |  13BOUGHMAN and SERVEDIO

the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 
111, 8113–8118.

Tinghitella, R.M., Lackey, A.C.R., Durso, C., Koop, J. & 
Boughman, J.W. (2020) The ecological stage changes benefits 
of mate choice and drives preference divergence. Philosophical 
Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 
375(1806), 20190546.

Tinghitella, R.M., Weigel, E.G., Head, M. & Boughman, J.W. (2013) 
Flexible mate choice when mates are rare and time is short. 
Ecology and Evolution, 3(9), 2820–2831. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ece3.666

van Doorn, G.S. (2004) Sexual selection and sympatric speciation. 
University of Groningen. Available from: https://pure.rug.nl/ws/
porta​lfile​s/porta​l/29796​01/c7.pdf [Accessed 2nd February 2020].

van Doorn, G.S., Dieckmann, U. & Weissing, F.J. (2004) Sympatric 
speciation by sexual selection: a critical reevaluation. The 
American Naturalist, 163, 709–725.

van Doorn, G.S., Edelaar, P. & Weissing, F.J. (2009) On the ori-
gin of species by natural and sexual selection. Science, 326, 
1704–1707.

Wadgymar, S.M., Lowry, D.B., Gould, B., Byron, C.N., Mactavish, 
R.M. & Anderson, J.T. (2017) Identifying targets and agents of 
selection: innovative methods to evaluate the processes that con-
tribute to local adaptation. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 8, 
738–749.

Weissing, F.J., Edelaar, P. & van Doorn, G.S. (2011) Adaptive spe-
ciation theory: a conceptual review. Behavioral Ecology and 
Sociobiology, 65, 461–480.

Welch, A.M. (2003) Genetic benefits of a female mating preference 
in gray tree frogs are context-dependent. Evolution, 57, 883–893.

Zahavi, A. (1975) Mate selection—a selection for a handicap. Journal 
of Theoretical Biology, 53, 205–214.

Zhou, Z., Li, M., Cheng, H., Fan, W., Yuan, Z., Gao, Q. et al. (2018) An 
intercross population study reveals genes associated with body size 
and plumage color in ducks. Nature Communications, 9, 3974.

SU PPORT I NG I N FOR M AT ION
Additional supporting information may be found in the 
online version of the article at the publisher’s website.

How to cite this article: Boughman, J.W. & 
Servedio, M.R. (2022) The ecological stage 
maintains preference differentiation and promotes 
speciation. Ecology Letters, 00, 1–13. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13970

https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.666
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.666
https://pure.rug.nl/ws/portalfiles/portal/2979601/c7.pdf
https://pure.rug.nl/ws/portalfiles/portal/2979601/c7.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13970

