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Abstract 
 
Meiotic recombination is the exchange of DNA between homologous chromosomes, through 
chromosomal crossover and gene-conversion events. It is a fundamental feature of sex, and an 
important driver of diversity in eukaryotic genomes. The toolbox of recombination is remarkably 
conserved, yet meiotic genes show substantial variation even between closely related species. 
Furthermore, the rate and distribution of recombination is diverse across eukaryotes, both 
within and between genomic regions (i.e. “hotspots”), chromosomes, individuals, sexes, 
populations, and species. In recent decades, major advances have been made in 
understanding recombination rate variation, in terms of measuring it, identifying its genetic 
architecture and evolutionary potential, and understanding the complex dynamics of 
recombination landscapes. In this perspective, written for the 40th anniversary of the journal 
Molecular Biology and Evolution, I explore what we have learned and are still learning about the 
genetic basis and evolution of recombination rates, and present open questions for future 
research. 
 

Introduction 
 
Meiotic recombination is the exchange of DNA between homologous chromosomes, through 
chromosomal crossover and gene-conversion events. It is a fundamental feature of sex, and an 
important source of genetic diversity (Stapley et al. 2017; Henderson and Bomblies 2021). The 
crossover process was first discovered more than a century ago, through experiments of the 
student Alfred Sturtevant on the co-inheritance of mutant phenotypes in Drosophila 
melanogaster in the laboratory of Thomas Hunt Morgan (Sturtevant 1913), with Harriet 
Creighton and Barbara McClintock showing empirical proof of this concept in cytological 
experiments in maize (Creighton and McClintock 1931; Hunter 2015). The molecular 
mechanisms of meiotic recombination were less understood until the late 1980s, where the 
first genes were identified in the yeast Saccharomyces cerevisiae (Zickler and Kleckner 1999). 
We now know that the toolbox of recombination is remarkably conserved into the deep 
evolutionary past of animals, plants, and fungi, with homologous loci involved chromosome 
pairing via the synaptonemal complex, the formation of DNA double strand breaks (DSBs), and 
their repair via crossovers and gene conversion. Despite this, these genes and proteins show 
remarkable variation in their sequence and function, even between closely related species 
(Gerton and Hawley 2005; Kumar et al. 2010; Arter and Keeney 2023). We also know that the 
rate and distribution of recombination is diverse across eukaryotes, both within and between 
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genomic regions (i.e. “hotspots”), chromosomes, individuals, sexes, populations, and species 
(Choi and Henderson 2015; Stapley et al. 2017; Haenel et al. 2018; Peñalba and Wolf 2020). 
 
The diversity of recombination rates presents an interesting conundrum, as it is a trait 
characterised by both molecular and evolutionary trade-offs. From a molecular perspective, the 
formation of crossovers is critical to ensure the proper disjunction of chromosomes and avoid 
aneuploidy (i.e. the wrong number of chromosomes segregating into gametes), with most 
species having a minimum of one obligate crossover per chromosome pair to ensure that 
resulting zygotes are viable (Koehler et al. 1996; Hassold and Hunt 2001; Jones and Franklin 
2006; Wang et al. 2015). However, recombination also requires the formation of hundreds of 
DSBs in the genome, and their repair is directly mutagenic, with higher de novo mutation rates 
seen at DSB repair sites compared to the rest of the genome (Halldorsson et al. 2019; Hinch et 
al. 2023)(but see (Liu et al. 2017)). Therefore, one could argue that molecular trade-offs should 
constrain the rate of recombination to few DSBs and crossovers as possible, yet widespread 
variation at the chromosomal level persists (Stapley et al. 2017; Fernandes et al. 2018). 
 
A compelling explanation for the diversity of recombination rates is an evolutionary one (Otto 
and Lenormand 2002). Recombination provides a mechanism to rapidly purge deleterious 
mutations from the genome (Muller 1964; Kondrashov 1988) and can bring together beneficial 
variants at linked loci, increasing the speed and magnitude of responses to selection (Fisher 
1930; Muller 1932; Felsenstein 1974). Similarly, recombination can mitigate the effects of 
selection at one locus interfering with selection at linked loci (i.e. Hill-Robertson interference; 
(Hill and Robertson 1966)), particularly in finite populations where selection and/or genetic drift 
are more likely to generate negative associations between loci (Felsenstein 1974; Charlesworth 
et al. 2009). There are also evolutionary costs to recombination: the same mechanisms can 
generate “recombination load”, where beneficial variants at linked loci are uncoupled 
(Charlesworth and Charlesworth 1975; Charlesworth and Barton 1996); and as described 
above, DSB repair is a major source of new and potentially deleterious mutations. There are 
many evolutionary processes that can be influenced by recombination, such as the effects of 
background selection (Booker et al. 2021), adaptive evolution (Gossmann et al. 2014; 
Castellano et al. 2016; Kosheleva and Desai 2018), adaptive substitution rates (Rousselle et al. 
2019), sex chromosome evolution (Charlesworth 2017; Olito and Abbott 2023), nucleotide 
diversity (Campos et al. 2014), hybridisation and the fate of introgressed alleles (Martin and 
Jiggins 2017; Schumer et al. 2018; Duranton and Pool 2022), and speciation (Ortiz-Barrientos et 
al. 2016). All things considered, the optimal level of recombination is likely to vary dynamically 
depending on (a) the strength of selection or drift at a given time, and (b) the resolution at which 
it is occurring, e.g. within specific genomic regions, or the level of the chromosome, genome, 
individual, population, and species. If recombination rate itself has a genetic basis, then it can 
theoretically evolve towards this optimal level. 
 
Over the last 40 years, major advances have been made in understanding the evolution of 
recombination rate variation. We can quantify recombination in many species at a high 
resolution, showing variation in their rate and distribution (Peñalba and Wolf 2020). We know 
that recombination rates can be plastic, and affected by temperature, population densities, 
infection status, and oxidative stress (Bomblies et al. 2015; Rybnikov et al. 2023). We know that 



specific genomic features influence or correlate with recombination rate (Webster and Hurst 
2012; Zelkowski et al. 2019). We know that recombination rates can be underpinned by 
heritable genetic variation, meaning that they have the potential to evolve (Stapley et al. 2017). 
Finally, we know that recombination rates can evolve in response to selection, both directly via 
gamete and zygote viability, and/or indirectly via the fitness of the offspring (Otto and Barton 
2001; Ritz et al. 2017; Stapley et al. 2017). In this perspective, written for the 40th anniversary of 
the journal Molecular Biology and Evolution, I explore what we have learned about the genetic 
basis, evolution and evolutionary potential of recombination rates and landscapes, and present 
open questions for future research. 
 

Understanding variation in recombination in the genomics era. 
 
New insights into recombination rate evolution have been tightly coupled with advances in 
technologies and methodologies. Since the 1970s, variation in the number and distribution of 
crossovers had been noted in model systems such as Drosophila and mice (Henderson and 
Edwards 1968; Lyon 1976), and recombination hot-spots were identified in fungi such as S. 
cerevisiae and Neurospora (Lichten 1995). From the late 1990s onwards, the emergence of 
pedigree-based studies with dense molecular marker data showed that there could be 
individual, age, and sex-specific variation in crossover counts and crossover interference in 
humans and mice (Broman et al. 1998; Kong et al. 2004; Campbell et al. 2015). This was rapidly 
followed by population-based studies investigating linkage patterns in whole-genome sequence 
data, which showed that recombination also occurred in hot-spots of 1-10kb in many animals 
and plants (Myers et al. 2005; Hellsten et al. 2013; Choi and Henderson 2015). Today, a variety 
of technologies and methods exist to measure recombination rates at different resolutions and 
timescales, ranging from high-resolution imaging and microscopy-based cytogenetic 
approaches, to genomic approaches quantifying pedigree-, gamete-, and population-level 
estimates (see Box 1 and (Peñalba and Wolf 2020)). The advent of next-generation sequencing 
and high-throughput genotyping arrays has been a key development in understanding 
recombination rate variation in a diverse range of species, giving a better insight into individual 
and genomic factors and mechanisms associated with this variation.  
 
From an evolutionary perspective, this progress has led to several key developments. First, its 
has shown that the context in which recombination occurs can a large impact on rates and 
landscapes. This can be plastic and associated with individual and environmental factors, such 
as age, temperatures, population densities, infection status, and levels of oxidative stress 
(Bomblies et al. 2015; Martin et al. 2015; Rybnikov et al. 2023). Second, the majority of variation 
can be attributed to the structure of the genome itself, where having more chromosomes and/or 
shorter chromosomes will increase the per-base rate of recombination, due to obligate crossing 
over (Stapley et al. 2017). Third, we observe consistently large differences in recombination 
rates and landscapes between female and male gametes within the same species (known as 
“heterochiasmy”), including in hermaphroditic animals and plants (Lenormand and Dutheil 
2005; Theodosiou et al. 2016). Despite this observation, there remains little understanding of 
the evolutionary drivers of heterochiasmy (Sardell and Kirkpatrick 2020). Fourth, and most 
importantly, it has identified individual-level phenotypic and genetic variation in recombination 
rate, as well as variation in the distribution, or landscape of recombination across the genome. 



This development gives clear indications on the evolutionary potential of recombination, which I 
discuss in the following sections. Finally, these developments have aided studies that require 
knowledge of recombination, such as identifying and interpreting selective sweeps (Josephs 
and Wright 2016), inferring phylogenies and demographic histories (Li et al. 2019; Feng et al. 
2023; Soni et al. 2024), and predicting responses to selection (Battagin et al. 2016; Epstein et al. 
2023). 

Box 1: Methods to quantify recombination rate variation. 
See (Peñalba and Wolf 2020) for a detailed review on these approaches. References are 
methods and/or empirical examples. 
 
Cytogenetics: Directly visualises chromosomes in meiotic cells using immunostaining of 
meiotic proteins to identify crossovers (COs), often targeting foci of the DNA mismatch repair 
protein MLH1. Can also identify the number and distribution of DSBs and the length of the 
meiotic axis/synaptonemal complex through immunostaining (e.g. RAD51, SYCP3). Physical 
positions can be determined e.g. in μm. Sample size: ≥1 individual. (Malinovskaya et al. 2018; 
Peterson et al. 2019). 
 
Pedigree-based estimation: Integrates pedigree and genetic marker information (e.g. SNPs) to 
identify marker pairs separated by a CO in gametes transmitted from genotyped parents to 
genotyped offspring. Can be used to estimate recombination rates and distributions in: (a) 
individuals, using information on CO positions to determine CO counts, CO interference, CO 
positioning, and inter- and intra-chromosomal allelic shuffling; and (b) populations, by creating 
linkage maps measured in centiMorgans (cM), where 1cM is a 1% chance that two loci are 
separated by a CO event per meiosis. Sample size: ≥100-1000s individuals to capture enough 
COs. (Veller et al. 2019; Brekke, Berg, et al. 2022; McAuley et al. 2023). 
 
Population-based estimation: Uses whole genome sequence data to estimate the population-
scaled recombination rate (ρ), based on patterns of linkage disequilibrium and the coalescent. 
Estimates are the sex-averaged recombination rates over the previous 100s to 1000s of 
generations. Demographic history and selection patterns can affect the power to detect 
hotspots and must be accounted for, although new methods (e.g. using neural networks) may 
overcome this requirement. Sample size: ≥10-30 individuals, including outgroups. (Dapper and 
Payseur 2018; Adrion et al. 2020; Bascón-Cardozo et al. 2024) 
 
Gamete sequencing: Sequencing at the single- or pooled-gamete level can identify CO 
positions based on the deviation from on consensus allele frequencies (e.g. within the same 
gamete, or on the same sequencing read). Sample size: ≥1 individual. (Dréau et al. 2019; Xie et 
al. 2023). 
 
Chromatin immunoprecipitation sequencing (ChIP-Seq): Identifies DNA binding sites for the 
proteins that initiate meiotic DSB formation (e.g. DMC1), which are then sequenced and used to 
map DSB positions. Sample size: ≥1 individual. (Smagulova et al. 2016; Tock et al. 2021; Lian et 
al. 2022).  



Genetic architecture and evolutionary potential of recombination rate variation. 
 
Recombination rate evolution has been observed in over short experimental timescales (e.g. in 
Drosophila, mice, and mustard; (Otto and Barton 2001)), implying that standing genetic 
variation for recombination rates exists within populations. Therefore, a key advance in 
understanding the evolution and evolutionary potential of recombination variation has been to 
determine its genetic architecture in different systems. Specifically, these studies aim to 
identify the proportion of variation that is “heritable” (i.e. explained by additive genetic effects), 
the genes that contribute to heritable variation, their effect sizes, and if they are trans-acting (i.e. 
affecting the genome-wide recombination rate) or cis-acting (i.e. affecting the recombination 
rate within the vicinity of the gene).  
 
One approach has been to use genome-wide association studies (GWAS) to identify genes of 
moderate to large effect. Vertebrate populations with large genotyped pedigrees have been 
highly suitable for this, as they not only allow individual rates to be quantified (Box 1), but also 
for GWAS of recombination rates to be applied to the same data. These studies have generally 
been limited to model and domestic vertebrates, such as humans, cattle, pigs, sheep, Atlantic 
salmon and chickens (Kong et al. 2014; Ma et al. 2015; Kadri et al. 2016; Petit et al. 2017; Weng 
et al. 2019; Johnsson et al. 2021; Brekke, Johnston, et al. 2022; Brekke, Berg, et al. 2022; Brekke 
et al. 2023), and increasingly in long-term wild pedigrees, such as in Soay sheep, Red deer, and 
house sparrows (Johnston et al. 2016; Johnston et al. 2018; McAuley et al. 2023). 
Recombination rates, most often measured as crossover count, are heritable in all of these 
systems. In particular, all mammal studies have shown a remarkably consistent pattern of large 
effect, trans-acting loci affecting the genome-wide recombination rate. Nearly all identified loci 
are associated with meiotic processes, such as double strand break initiation and repair, the 
synaptonemal complex, and crossover designation (RNF212, RNF212B, REC8, MEI1, MSH4, 
PRDM9, etc). Furthermore, these loci can often have sex-differential or sex-limited effects on 
recombination, i.e. loci that have a large effect in one sex, more often females, have little or no 
discernible effect in the other sex (Kong et al. 2014; Johnston et al. 2016; Kadri et al. 2016; 
Johnston et al. 2018; Weng et al. 2019; Brekke, Johnston, et al. 2022; Brekke, Berg, et al. 2022; 
Brekke et al. 2023). I note here that the locus PRDM9 is a special case, and I discuss its role in 
individual variation in more detail in the next section.  
 
Recombination rate variation has also been shown to have a genetic basis in non-vertebrate 
systems. A GWAS in a large hybrid population of domestic and wild barley identified the locus 
Rec8 has having a large trans-acting effect on crossover number and patterning, and 
quantitative trait locus mapping in Arabidopsis has identified naturally segregating loci 
associated with meiotic crossover rate (Ziolkowski et al. 2017; Lawrence et al. 2019). In insects, 
GWAS and family crosses of Drosophila species have identified loci were associated with cis- 
and trans-variation in crossover rates and heterogeneity (Cattani et al. 2012; Hunter et al. 2016), 
and a study of fine-scale recombination rates in the honey bee (Apis mellifera) also identified 
trans-acting, heritable variation in recombination rates (Kawakami et al. 2019). 
 
Nevertheless, recombination rates are not always driven by large-effect loci. In non-mammal 
vertebrates, such as house sparrows, chickens and Atlantic salmon, GWAS studies have shown 



that crossover rates are heritable but polygenic, i.e. controlled by many loci of relatively small 
effect (Weng et al. 2019; Brekke et al. 2023; McAuley et al. 2023). In such cases, it is more 
difficult to interpret if heritable variation is acting in trans, through very small effects on e.g. the 
cell environment, overall chromatin structure, and meiotic processes affecting the global 
recombination rate, or in cis, through heritable aspects of the chromatin accessibility affecting 
the local recombination rates. A chromosome partitioning approach in house sparrows 
indicated that whilst most variation appears to have a trans effect on crossover rate, the 
positioning of crossovers is likely driven by loci operating in both cis and trans (McAuley et al. 
2023). In Atlantic salmon and house sparrows, the cross-sex additive genetic correlation is 
relatively low (~0.11 and ~0.30, respectively), meaning that females and males have largely 
different genetic architectures of recombination rate, similar to what has been observed in 
mammals (Brekke et al. 2023; McAuley et al. 2023). 
 
Taken all together, these studies have shown that natural genetic variation in recombination 
rates is pervasive and that genome-wide recombination rates have the potential to evolve. They 
also provide biological realism for theoretical models of recombination rate evolution. The 
focus on genome-wide recombination rates has led to the discovery of many trans-acting loci; 
however, it should be noted that the rarity of crossovers at the regional level can make it difficult 
to identify cis-acting loci unless sample sizes are very large (such as in (Hunter et al. 2016)). The 
discovery of sex-differences in the genetic architecture of recombination indicates that female 
and male rates have some potential for independent evolution, and may provide a mechanism 
for observed differences in heterochiasmy even between closely related species. One factor 
that remains unexplained is why some large-effect loci consistently maintain genetic variation 
within populations. An notable example of this is the ring finger protein RNF212, which is 
essential for the crossover designation process (Reynolds et al. 2013), yet consistently has a 
large effect on recombination rate variation in nearly every mammal study discussed above. 
Therefore, as the genetic basis of recombination rate variation becomes clearer in more 
systems, the next step is to understand the association between an individual’s genetic merit 
for recombination and individual fitness, such as reproductive success and offspring viability. 
However, at present, such studies remain rare, due to a lack of suitable empirical data (Kong et 
al. 2004; Fernandes et al. 2018). 
 

Evolution of recombination landscapes: conserved or dynamic? 
 
A common observation is that the landscape of recombination can vary dynamically, even 
between closely related species (Stapley et al. 2017; Zelkowski et al. 2019). This variation can 
be at the broad-scale, where the recombination is affected by general features of meiotic 
chromosomes, or at the fine-scale, where recombination positioning is affected by local 
structure and DNA-binding proteins. Here, I discuss variation at both of these scales and the 
genetic factors associated with their evolution. 
 

Broad-scale variation. 
Recombination landscapes are affected by the physical structure of meiotic chromosomes. 
During meiosis, DNA is tethered into chromatin loops along an axis structure, which is then 



integrated into the synaptonemal complex, a protein structure that holds homologous 
chromosomes in close proximity during recombination (Henderson and Bomblies 2021). Larger 
loops and shorter axes/synaptonemal complexes are associated with lower crossover rates at 
the chromosome level (Lynn et al. 2002; Dumont and Payseur 2011; Ruiz-Herrera et al. 2017). In 
addition, recombination rates are often vary with their proximity to centromeres and telomeres 
(Coop and Przeworski 2007; Haenel et al. 2018), and can show large differences in these 
patterns between males and females, and between species (Figure 1). 
 
There is evidence that broad-scale patterning of recombination can be heritable, in terms of 
crossover positioning and crossover interference, although studies investigating genetic 
variation remain rare. The positions of individual crossovers per meiosis can be used to 
calculate the intra-chromosomal shuffling, �̅�, which is the rate at which two loci in the same 
chromosome are coupled or uncoupled by meiotic crossovers (Veller et al. 2019). Crossovers 
placed at the ends of chromosomes will lead to lower �̅�, whereas central crossovers will lead to 
increased �̅�; this value can then be used as a proxy for crossover positioning across the whole 
genome. Recent analysis in pigs shows that variation in �̅� can be heritable, and is driven by large 
effect variants at MEI4 (Meiotic Double-Stranded Break Formation Protein 4), and SYCP2 
(Synaptonemal Complex Protein 2)(Brekke et al, in prep1). �̅� has also been shown to be 
modestly heritable in house sparrows (McAuley et al. 2023) and Atlantic salmon (Brekke et al. 
2023)2, although there are no large effect loci associated with this variation. Crossover 
positioning has a genetic basis in domesticated rye, where a major QTL was identified that 
increased the size of low-recombining regions in domesticated lines, with no change in the 
genome-wide rate (Schreiber et al. 2022).  
 
Crossover interference (i.e. where crossover formation at one location suppressed the 
occurrence of crossovers nearby) can vary in its strength across chromosomes, and in turn have 
a a substantial impact on the rate and landscape recombination. It has been shown to be 
variable and heritable in cattle and pigs, driven by variants at the loci NEK9 and RNF212, 
respectively (Wang et al. 2016)(Brekke et al, in prep). Similarly, a QTL analysis on the 
synaptonemal complex length in mice identified RNF212 as a candidate quantitative trait locus 
(Wang et al. 2019). The identification of RNF212 is interesting, as there is emerging evidence 
that the dosage and meiotic behaviour of Hei10 (a locus in the same conserved family and with 
similar dynamics to RNF212) is highly associated with crossover interference in Arabidopsis 
thaliana (Morgan et al. 2021; Girard et al. 2023). However, studies on the genetic architecture of 
crossover interference remain challenging, as it relies on the observation of double crossovers, 
and so sample sizes required to accurately characterise remain difficult to achieve, with the 
exception of large pedigrees of model and domestic systems. 

 
1 NB: This has been presented at various conferences and we hope to preprint this before publication. 
2 It may be worth noting that investigating �̅� has provided insights into the realised effects of 
heterochiasmy. In Atlantic salmon, there are distinct differences in recombination landscapes between 
females and males, where male recombination almost exclusive occurs in the sub-telomere (Figure 1). As 
a result, females have around 1.6x more crossovers, but have 8x more intra-chromosomal allelic 
shuffling. Therefore, most haplotypic diversity due to recombination is driven by females in this species. 



 
Figure 1: Comparison of crossover distribution patterns in females (red) and males (blue) along 
chromosomes in six vertebrate species with high density linkage map information. Lines are Loess 
smoothed splines of recombination rates across all acrocentric autosomes (centromere to telomere) 
with a span parameter of 0.15, implemented in ggplot2 (Wickham 2016). The species included are 
Atlantic salmon (Brekke et al. 2023), house sparrows (McAuley et al. 2023), Red deer (Johnston et al. 
2017), domestic pig (Brekke, Berg, et al. 2022), dairy cattle (Brekke, Johnston, et al. 2022), and Soay 
sheep (Johnston et al. 2016).  
 

Fine-scale variation - ancestral vs PRDM9-mediated hotspots. 
Population-based recombination mapping has shown a consistent pattern in many species for 
DSBs and crossover events to occur in recombination hotspots. In most species (and most 
likely the ancestral state), these hotspots tend to occur around functional elements such as 
gene promoter regions, and are often associated with nucleosome depletion, reduced DNA 
methylation and open chromatin (Brachet et al. 2012; Zelkowski et al. 2019; Lian et al. 2022). 
These factors likely provide a window of opportunity for meiotic proteins such as SPO11 to bind 
to the DNA and initiate DSB formation more easily (Pan et al. 2011), and consequently, 
recombination can be higher in regions with higher gene densities (Zelkowski et al. 2019; Lian et 
al. 2022). These hotspot positions are conserved over long evolutionary time periods, as 
demonstrated in birds (Singhal et al. 2015) and yeast (Tsai et al. 2010). Some species do not 
have recombination hotspots, such as Drosophila spp. (Smukowski Heil et al. 2015) and the 
nematode Caenorhabditis elegans (Kaur and Rockman 2014). Other fine-scale aspects of the 
genome have also been shown to be correlated with recombination rate variation, such as 
transposable element content, structural variation and histone H3 lysine K4 trimethylation 
marks (H3K4me3; (Kent et al. 2017; Morgan et al. 2017; Zelkowski et al. 2019)). In particular, 
GC-content is often positively correlated with recombination rates and is likely due to GC-
biased gene conversion (gBGC), where gene conversion events are more likely to be repaired 
with CG alleles rather than AT alleles (Duret and Galtier 2009). 
However, one of the most notable discoveries over the last 20 years is that of PRDM9, a rapidly-
evolving locus that that determines recombination hotspot positioning in many vertebrate 



species (Baudat et al. 2010; Baker et al. 2017). Unlike the ancestral hotspots above, PRDM9-
mediated hotspots tend to be directed away from functional elements, and show remarkably 
little conservation within and between closely-related species (Berg et al. 2010; Baker et al. 
2015; Stevison et al. 2016; Wooldridge and Dumont 2023). One key features of PRDM9 is its 
zinc-finger (ZF) array, which binds to specific sequence motifs throughout the genome (Ségurel 
et al. 2011). Mutations in the ZF array can change the recognised sequence motifs, leading the 
rapid loss and gain of recombination hotspots (Davies et al. 2016). Another notable feature of 
this system is that if there is asymmetry in hotpot sequence motifs (i.e. if a hotspot is 
heterozygous), then DSBs will be formed at the allele more likely to be bound by PRDM9, and 
repaired with the allele less likely to be bound by PRDM9 (Myers et al. 2008). This leads to a 
rapid loss of hotspots from the genome, referred to as the “hotspot paradox” (Coop and Myers 
2007). This may result in a Red Queen scenario to replenish hotspots (Latrille et al. 2017), and 
indeed, in species where PRDM9 is likely to be functional, it is one of the most rapidly evolving 
genes in the genome (Baker et al. 2017). The allelic diversity of PRDM9 within species can be 
remarkable, with over 150 alleles identified in wild mice (Vara et al. 2019; Wooldridge and 
Dumont 2023), and 22 alleles identified in 19 corn snakes in a single study (Hoge et al. 2024). 
Variation in the abundance of hotspots recognised by PRDM9 alleles may also affect the 
genome-wide rate of recombination; as mentioned in the previous section, variants at PRDM9 
have been associated with genome-wide crossover rates in humans, cattle, and pigs (Kong et al. 
2014; Ma et al. 2015; Brekke, Berg, et al. 2022). PRDM9 is also one of the few identified 
“speciation genes” in mice, and may be driven by allelic incompatibilities leading to sterility in 
hybrid males (Mukaj et al. 2020; Davies et al. 2021). 
 
At this point in time, insights into the ubiquity and relative importance of PRDM9-mediated 
hotspots are still emerging. It was first shown to be the major driver of hotspot positioning in 
humans and mice (Baudat et al. 2010), with increasing evidence that it is associated with 
hotspots in nearly all mammals, some teleost fish, turtles, snakes, and lizards (Baker et al. 
2017; Schield et al. 2020; Hoge et al. 2024; Raynaud et al. 2024); there is also emerging 
evidence that PRDM9 could be functional in some insects (Everitt et al. 2024). However, PRDM9 
function has been lost in some groups, such as canids (Auton et al. 2013), birds, crocodiles and 
amphibians (Baker et al. 2017), reverting back to the stable, ancestral hotspots enriched at 
functional elements; this has been experimentally confirmed in Prdm9-knockout mice 
(Smagulova et al. 2016). Interestingly, more studies are beginning to show that the high fidelity 
of recombination to PRDM9-mediated hotspots in humans and mice may be the exception. A 
recent investigation of hotspots in 52 mammal species showed that many species in fact use 
both PRDM9-mediated and PRDM9-independent (i.e. ancestral) hotspots (Joseph et al. 2023), 
with a similar observations shown in rattlesnakes and corn snakes (Schield et al. 2020; Hoge et 
al. 2024). 
 

Are recombination rates adaptive, and are they evolving? 
 
In this perspective, I have presented extensive evidence that variation in recombination rates 
and landscapes can be underpinned by genetic variation, meaning that they have the potential 
to evolve over short evolutionary timescales. Signatures of adaptive molecular evolution have 
been identified at meiotic genes in Drosophila (Brand et al. 2018) and mammals (Dapper and 



Payseur 2019). Furthermore, evolution has been observed in small experimental populations of 
Drosophila, mice, and mustard, as an observed side-effect of strong selection on other traits 
such as geotaxis, wing length, and flowering time (reviewed in (Otto and Barton 2001)). This may 
have been due to indirect selection on recombination rate to overcome Hill-Robertson 
interference, as individuals with higher recombination rates are more likely to produce offspring 
with favourable haplotypes, who will in turn are more likely to inherit alleles associated with 
increased recombination rates (Otto and Barton 2001). 
 
Domestication represents a scenario where strong selection may indirectly select for changes 
in recombination rates and landscapes. A long-held idea in the field was that this hypothesis 
explained why domestic mammals have higher recombination rates compared to other 
mammal species (Burt and Bell 1987). However, this was never explicitly tested, and 
subsequently countered by a study demonstrating no difference with rates in their wild 
progenitors (Muñoz-Fuentes et al. 2015). Indeed, given that recombination contributes relatively 
little to the shuffling of mammal genomes (Veller et al. 2019), selection for changes in 
recombination may be weak (Battagin et al. 2016; Gonen et al. 2017). On the other hand, plant 
species have more to gain from changes in recombination, due to their genome structure and 
breeding methods (Epstein et al. 2023), and indeed, studies from domesticated plants show 
evidence for evolution of recombination landscapes. In rye, the size of low-recombining regions 
has increased in domesticated lines, mediated by a major QTL at the locus ESA1 (Schreiber et 
al. 2022); the authors hypotheses that his has arisen though indirect selection to achieve more 
homogeneous populations for agricultural use. In tomatoes, fine-scale alterations in 
recombination in specific genomic regions has observed between wild and domestic 
populations, with a loss of hotspots associated with selective sweeps (Fuentes et al. 2022), and 
in barley, domestication has led to reduced rates in interstitial chromosomic regions, but higher 
rates in distal regions (Dreissig et al. 2019). 
 
Studies investigating selection on recombination rates phenotype remain rare, but with notable 
exceptions. First, a pedigree-based study in Icelandic humans found that oocytes with higher 
crossover rates increased the chance of a live birth, and that individuals with higher oocyte 
crossover rates tended to have more offspring (Kong et al. 2004); this is likely due to the direct 
effect of a reduced risk of non-disjunction leading to viable zygotes. Second, a population-
based study of Drosophila pseudoobscura identified differences in the genome-wide rate of 
recombination between populations in Utah and Arizona, USA (Samuk et al. 2020). A QST-FST 
approach demonstrated that phenotypic difference were higher than expected than under 
neutrality, indicating that variation may be a consequence of local adaptation. Finally, it should 
be noted that substantial variation in recombination rates can exist with no apparent fitness 
cost. An experiment in A. thaliana combined mutants at three meiotic genes to increase the 
genome-wide recombination rates 7.8-fold, but this increase was not associated with any 
reduction in fertility (Fernandes et al. 2018), creating the possibility that recombination rate may 
be less constrained and more flexible to variation than previously thought. 
  



Future directions and open questions 
 
This perspective has been a snapshot of developments in understanding the evolution of 
recombination rates over recent decades. One clear message is that the evolution of 
recombination rates is a multi-faceted and dynamic process, governed by genome structure, 
genetic variation, the presence or absence of PRDM9, plasticity and environmental effects, as 
well as selection on both the molecular and evolutionary fitness consequences of variation. 
Indeed, there is no one-size-fits-all canonical model of recombination rate evolution, illustrated 
by the scale of variation even between closely-related species. There remain a number of open 
questions on how and why recombination rate variation has evolved (Lenormand et al. 2016; 
Stapley et al. 2017; Zelkowski et al. 2019): Why does heritable variation in recombination 
persist, and is it under selection? What are the causes and consequences of heterochiasmy, in 
terms of rate and hotspot usage? What is the relative importance and mechanisms of variation 
in crossover positioning and interference? How is recombination rate coupled with fine-scale 
chromatin and gene function? Is recombination always adaptive, or flexible to variation? A clear 
message is that future progress will rely not only in further technological advances, but also on 
the synergy and inter-disciplinary research between molecular biologists, evolutionary 
biologists and theoreticians. 
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