
Table S1. Summary of results testing Hypothesis 1.
	Aspect of singing behaviour
	Did housing quality appear impactful?

	Effect of housing quality

	Model notes, e.g. terms included additional to group and housing quality


	Latency to sing
	No
	F1,16.15 = 1.448; p= 0.123 (1-tailed)

	F presence needed for song?


	Duration of singing
	No
	F1,19.37 = 0.056; p= 0.886

	F presence needed for song?


	Female presence needed for song?
	Somewhat: housing interacted with time of test
	Housing*Time of test
χ²= 7.1445; p= 0.0075

Effect of housing quality in males tested early: 
Not significant (2/8CH males needed a live female versus 4/9 WR: Fisher's Exact Test p = 0.619)

Effect of housing quality in males tested late (Fisher's Exact Test p =0.0385 (1-tailed) (0/8 WR males needed a live female, cf. 4/8 CH males)
	Time of test 

Housing*Time of test 




Table S2. Summary of results for Hypothesis 2.
Note: all best-fitting models just contained two main effects - Group and Housing quality

	Aspect of Song Phenotype
	Did housing quality appear impactful?
	Effect of housing quality


	Number of Syllables
	No

	F1,14.08= 1.6984; p= 0.2134


	Mean Syllable Duration
	No
	F1,19.96= 0.0032; p= 0.9552


	Mean Peak Frequency
	No
	F1,15.48= 1.8242; p= 0.1962

	Mean Bandwidth
	Yes (trend): WR males tended to have greater bandwidth
(See Fig. 4)
	F1,18.15= 3.4729; p= 0.0786

	Mean Peak Amplitude
	No
	F1,16.43= 2.7499; p= 0.1162




Table S3: Summary of results for Hypotheses 3.
Note: all best-fitting models just contained two main effects - Group and Housing quality

	Physical attribute
	Did housing quality appear impactful?

	Effect of housing quality


	Weight (g)
	Yes: CH males were heavier than WR males 
	F1,20= 4.4522; p= 0.0470

	AGD (mm)

	No
	F1,20= 1.26; p= 0.2220

	Testis weight
(Excluding one outlier male) 
	No
	F1,20= 1.4820; p= 0.2376 





