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PERSPECTIVES

‘To put the matter rather figuratively,
it is much easier for a mouse to get a

set of genes which enable it to resist Bacillus
typhimurium than a set which enable it to
resist a cat’ 1.

Haldane1 foresaw the great molecular
specificity that has become the hallmark
of modern biology. Small biochemical
changes in pathogens allow escape from
immune surveillance. Escape mutants
are tracked by hosts that regain specific
recognition. Pathogens and hosts are just
one form of attack and defense. With
each passing decade biologists have
uncovered new arenas of conflict medi-
ated by biochemical specificity2,3 (Box 1).

The biochemical specificity of attack
and defense determines the potential for
genetic diversity. Limited specificity con-
strains polymorphism to relatively few
types, with little chance of novel evasion
by attackers or recognition by defenders.
Mutation or immigration rarely perturbs
populations because the potential for
new specificities is low. 

By contrast, strong biochemical speci-
ficity and high potential diversity mean
that populations occasionally will be per-
turbed by locally novel attack and
defense genes4–6. New attack genes may
create epidemics when invading a popu-
lation that lacks sufficient defense.
Matching defense specificities may, in
turn, sweep through the population of
defenders, causing a radical turnover in
the local distribution of genetic variants.

Here I focus on new studies that pro-
vide clues about the level of potential
diversity in natural populations. These
studies are particularly important be-
cause they implicate potential diversity
as a crucial factor driving the spatiotem-
poral processes of demography and
selection. 

After I summarize studies with high
potential diversity, I turn to the opposite
case. Why do some systems, with appar-
ent potential for molecular specificity of
attack and defense, fail to show polymor-
phisms? Conflict mediated by molecular
interactions seemingly compels speci-
ficity and diversity. The lack of specificity
in particular cases demands an expla-
nation more strongly than does the exist-
ence of polymorphism.

Cytoplasmic male sterility
I summarize recent work on cytoplasmic
male sterility (CMS), a form of attack and
defense between mitochondrial and nu-
clear genes.  This new work reveals greater
specificity and polymorphism than found
in previous studies. I emphasize how the
degree of specificity influences the con-
ceptual framework in which further stud-
ies must be developed.  Before turning to
the new work, I first introduce the problem
(Box 2).

The mitochondria of some hermaphro-
ditic plants inhibit pollen development and
simultaneously enhance the production of
seeds7,8. Selection of genetic variants in the
mitochondria favors reduced allocation to
pollen, in exchange for an increase in seed
production, because the mitochondrial
genes are transmitted only through seeds9. 

Reallocation of resources from pollen
to seeds reduces the transmission of
nuclear genes because biparental trans-
mission depends on success through
both seeds and pollen. Thus there is a
conflict of interest between the mito-
chondrial (cytoplasmic) and nuclear
genes over the allocation of resources to
male (pollen) and female (ovule) repro-
duction4,10. Consistent with this idea of
conflict, nuclear genes often restore male
fertility by overcoming the male-sterility
effects of the cytoplasm.

Wild populations of CMS plants main-
tain several distinct cytoplasmic geno-
types (cytotypes). Each cytotype is capa-
ble of causing male sterility by an
apparently different mechanism, because
each is susceptible to a particular sub-
set of nuclear restorer alleles. Nuclear
restorer alleles are typically polymorphic
at several loci, with each allele specialized
for restoring pollen fertility when associ-
ated with particular cytotypes4,11–13.

The biochemistry of cytonuclear
interactions sets the potential number of
matching cytoplasmic and nuclear speci-
ficities. This potential diversity pro-
foundly affects evolutionary dynamics4.
When there are only a few matching
types, each population will contain most
of the possible genotypes and the
dynamics will be driven by local interac-
tions. When there are many matching
types, some populations are likely to lose
particular alleles. In this case, dynamics
will be driven by genetic extinctions and
colonizations over time and space4,10.

Suppose, for example, that a popu-
lation lacks a cytotype and its matching
restorers. Immigration of that cytotype
leads to its rapid increase because it will
cause male sterility and increased seed fer-
tility. A high frequency of male-sterile
plants favors the introduction and increase
of the matching nuclear restorer alleles.

The spread of one cytotype drives
down the frequency of other cytotypes,
possibly causing local loss of genotypes.
Nuclear restorers that match locally
extinct cytotypes no longer provide any
benefit.  Unmatched restorers will be dri-
ven from the local population if they
carry any negative fitness costs because
such costs are no longer offset by the
benefits of restoration. The local extinc-
tion of a cytotype and matching restorers
eventually leads to another round of
colonization. This process of genetic
extinctions and colonizations maintains
spatial variation among populations4,6. 

The details of different species vary in
important ways. But, in general, greater
potential diversity means more opportu-
nity for dynamics to be driven by local
extinction and colonization processes of
particular alleles4,5.

How many matching specificities
occur? This question is not easily
answered2,4. A new cytotype is defined by
a different segregation pattern of male
sterile and hermaphrodite progeny. This
difference must be measured relative to
other, known cytotypes across a set of
nuclear backgrounds with different re-
storer genotypes. To establish such differ-
ences for a candidate cytotype requires
extensive analysis of progeny phenotypes
in a large number of crosses. The task is
even more difficult if one searches for a
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new cytotype without prior information
about likely candidates.

Plantago lanceolata is perhaps the best
analyzed case of CMS in natural popu-
lations. van Damme et al.14,15 conducted a

series of extensive crossing experiments
over many populations and several years.
They established the identity of two cyto-
types, for each of which they found
matching nuclear restorer genotypes.

Based on this limited number of specifi-
cities, they favored a model in which
local interactions dominate evolutionary
dynamics16.

de Haan et al.17 used molecular tools
to study the diversity of P. lanceolata
mitochondria. They sampled 528 plants
from 12 populations in The Netherlands
and 13 plants from seven European and
North American populations. Their tools
did not directly identify genes involved in
CMS. Instead, they established character-
istic RFLP (restriction fragment length
polymorphism) patterns for over 20
mitochondrial types, of which nine were
relatively common. 

They used the nine common RFLP
types as candidates for new CMS specifici-
ties, tested by classic segregation analy-
sis17. They established two new mitochon-
drial CMS specificities and matching
nuclear restorer sets – a total of four types
now have been identified. Other candi-
dates within their sample may be new
CMS types, but the segregation analyses
were not sufficient to identify them unam-
biguously. This study demonstrates the
specificity that had gone undetected in
previous, extensive analyses. Given the
limited sampling in this first major molec-
ular study of P. lanceolata, perhaps more
diversity remains to be discovered.

Two studies suggest that CMS dynam-
ics of P. lanceolata occur over short dis-
tances within a field. de Haan (PhD thesis,
University of Utrecht, 1996) measured the
spatial distribution of phenotypes in sev-
eral populations. She found that blocks 
of length 10–20 meters maximized the
variation among spatial units, suggesting
that differentiation occurred on a rela-
tively short spatial scale within large
aggregations of plants. 

van Damme18 analyzed a particular
field (225 m 3 350 m). He found that one
cytotype (P) had an overall frequency of
0.94. The restorers for this cytotype were
also common, thus most plants were her-
maphrodites. The other cytotype (R) in
the field, at a frequency of 0.06, had asso-
ciated restorer alleles with low frequen-
cies between 0.02 and 0.08. Genotypic
composition was different in four small
areas (7–25 m2) with high frequencies of
male-sterile plants. The R cytotype, rare
in the population as a whole, had fre-
quencies ranging between 0.26 and 0.39
in these small patches. The R-specific
restorers, also rare in the whole field,
were more frequent in these male-sterile
clusters, although the exact frequencies
were difficult to estimate.

van Damme’s18 interpretation agrees
with the colonization model outlined
above. Initially, most of the field was
dominated by P cytotypes and P-specific
restorers. R-bearing colonists founded

PERSPECTIVES

Box 1. Examples of attack and defense

Humans and other vertebrates deploy a complex array of defenses against parasites35. For 
example, host surveillance molecules may recognize the protein coat of a parasite, allowing the
host to kill the parasite. But, a few amino acid substitutions in a parasite’s coat can sometimes
allow the parasite to avoid these defenses until the host can generate new recognition 
molecules36,37. This highly specific recognition causes rapid evolution of the nucleotide sequences
that encode the parasites’ surface molecules38.

In some parasites, each individual carries many variant copies of the gene that encodes a sur-
face molecule39, but expresses only one genetic copy. An individual occasionally switches which
gene is expressed. Such programmed variation allows parasites to escape recognition by host
defenses for a longer period of time. In this case, coevolutionary interactions with hosts may affect
the diversification of parasite sequences among the individual genes in the family of alternatives
and also the rates of switching among the alternatives40.

Host molecules that recognize attackers may be produced directly by a single gene. If small
changes in the matching parasite molecule can evade recognition, then one expects rapid evolu-
tion of the hosts’ DNA sequence. Host molecules may serve as a site of attachment by parasites,
but small biochemical changes allow the host to evade attachment. Parasites must track these
changes in the host by matching attachment specificities41,42.

Many defense molecules are created by splicing pieces of different genes together in various
combinations35. This allows the host to create a large array of different recognition specificities.
With multigene splicing, coevolutionary interactions may influence the rate of sequence evolution
of the individual components and the regulatory mechanisms that control which spliced
sequences are amplified and expressed.

A different coevolutionary system occurs among bacterial attackers and bacterial defenders43.
The attackers produce toxins that kill competing neighbors unless those neighbors have the nec-
essary defense. Many bacterial populations produce a diverse set of toxins. Each toxin is neutral-
ized only by a specific matching set of antitoxins. A defender may also avoid attack by altering its
external receptor through which the toxin binds and enters the cell. There appears to be some
diversity at such receptors, although perhaps less than in the matching sets of toxins and antitox-
ins. Preliminary evidence suggests reciprocal selective pressures and sequence evolution of some
toxins and antitoxins43.

The examples I use in the text focus on genomic conflict, in which the attack and defense genes
occur in the same genome. I chose those examples because they clearly illustrate the problems of
biochemical constraint and spatial and temporal processes. Many details differ between those
examples of genomic conflict and, for example, vertebrate immunity. But, in all cases, the 
biochemical nature of specificity sets the constraints and influences the spatial and temporal
scales by which one may understand observable diversity.

Box 2. CMS: phenotypic effects and generation of new variants

Hundreds of cases are known in which mitochondria or other matrilineally inherited genes cause
male sterility of normally hermaphroditic plants7. The evolutionary logic for this association follows
from the fact that matrilineally inherited genes do not transmit through pollen. Thus, a mitochon-
drion increases its fitness by aborting pollen and, by reallocation of resources, causing an increase
in the number or success of seeds.

How do mitochondria cause hermaphrodites to become male sterile? The best known example
comes from studies of Petunia8. Pollen normally develop from a bundle of pollen mother cells in
the anther. The pollen mother cells are surrounded by a layer of tissue called the tapetum. The
tapetal layer has a high density of mitochondria, presumably to deliver the high level of energy
needed to fuel differentiation of pollen mother cells into pollen grains. In male-sterile Petunia, the
mitochondria in the tapetum deteriorate during pollen development, aborting the process and pre-
venting the development of mature pollen grains.

Nuclear genes can counteract the effects of male-sterile mitochondria and restore pollen fertil-
ity44. The nuclear restorer genes typically are specific for particular mitochondria. Apparently, each
mitochondrial type causes male sterility by a different nucleotide sequence or by altered mol-
ecules, because each mitochondrial type can be counteracted by a specifically matching subset of
nuclear restorer loci.

One interesting problem concerns the generation of new male-sterile mitochondria. Suppose
we could identify the particular mitochondrial DNA sequence that caused male sterility. Do new
male-sterile variants arise by small modifications of the existing male-sterile sequence? Or do new
variants arise de novo by rare, large sequence changes, either in existing male-sterility loci or at
other locations in the mitochondrial genome? In the first case, we might expect relatively rapid
sequence evolution of mitochondrial genes and matching restorers. In the second case, we might
expect an ancient and relatively stable polymorphic array of mitochondrial male-sterility types and
matching restorers, with slow sequence evolution at each locus.
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new male-sterile clusters and, because
the R-specific restorers were initially
rare, the male-sterile phenotype spread
from a central focus. Male-sterile plants
produce more seeds that are larger and
survive better than seeds from hermaph-
rodites19, thus the male-sterile pheno-
type has a competitive advantage locally.
Seeds disperse slowly20 (8 cm per year)
and pollen flow also occurs over short
distances, thus well-defined patches can
form. As the frequency of unrestored R
cytotypes rises in an area, selection
favors an increase in R-specific restorers.
In an area with a high concentration of R
cytotypes, the main pollen donors will be
R-restored hermaphrodites.

The low frequency of the R-specific
restorers in the overall population sug-
gests that these alleles are at a selective
disadvantage when the R cytotype is
absent. If so, then a population dominated
by the P cytotype is likely to lack the R
restorers, as apparently occurred. A popu-
lation dominated by P cytotypes is suscep-
tible to invasion by R cytotypes, followed
by a subsequent change in genotypic
composition.

In summary, the specificity of CMS in
P. lanceolata is greater than previously
believed, and further study may reveal
even more potential diversity. The greater
the potential diversity, the more likely it is
that allelic colonizations and extinctions
influence evolutionary dynamics4–6.

B chromosomes
B chromosomes are large pieces of
nuclear DNA other than the standard
chromosomes21. The B chromosomes
often increase in number during trans-
mission – successful gametes have on
average more than one-half the number
of B chromosomes in the parent genome.
This drive-accumulation during trans-
mission tends to increase the number of
B chromosomes in a lineage. Transmis-
sion is, however, stochastic. Some prog-
eny have fewer B chromosomes than
their parents, others have more.

Those individuals without any B chro-
mosomes often have a higher fitness than
those individuals carrying B chromo-
somes21. Thus, selection may oppose
drive-accumulation, leading to a balance
that stabilizes the distribution of the
number of B chromosomes per individ-
ual. In this scenario, driving B chromo-
somes are parasites against which the
standard genomic components would
gain by defending themselves. Defense
would reduce the number of B chromo-
somes by whatever molecular processes
could prevent drive-accumulation.

Until a recent study on Spanish
grasshoppers22,23, there has been no evi-
dence of specificity in interactions between

B chromosomes and their hosts. This new
study demonstrated only a limited degree
of specificity. But the spatial distribution
of polymorphism and the processes
inferred from this study suggest that
locally novel specificities may drive the
spatiotemporal dynamics of the system22. 

The grasshopper Eyprepocnemis 
plorans carries B chromosomes in most
natural populations throughout the Iber-
ian Peninsula23. These B chromosomes
have differentiated into more than 40
types based on cytological characters.
The most widespread variant, B1, is con-
sidered the ancestor of all other types24,
including B2 and B5, which are locally
dominant in particular regions. These
three types do not show drive-accumu-
lation when crossed within local popu-
lations25. For example, females with B2
crossed to local males with no B chromo-
somes do not exhibit drive. But when
those same females are crossed to males
from a population with no B chromo-
somes, the B2 chromosome does show
drive. Apparently, the B2 drive is sup-
pressed by the genome of the population
in which it occurs26.

A new driving variant would replace a
suppressed B type, causing local
turnover and selection for suppression of
the new type22. Zurita et al.23 have
observed this process of invasion and
replacement. In 1984, a sample from Tor-
rox (Spain) was dominated by B24, a
derivative of the B2 type that dominated
all surrounding regions. This 1984 Torrox
sample contained approximately 70% B24
and 30% B2. Samples in 1992 and 1994
found only B24 at this location, suggesting
local replacement of B2 by B24. 

The B2 chromosomes did not drive or
harm the host in local crosses. By con-
trast, the B24 chromosomes did accumu-
late during transmission and also reduced
egg fertility. Thus B24 apparently had

increased toward a drive-selection bal-
ance and, in the process, had pushed the
B2 type to local extinction.

Such local replacements could
explain the spatial mosaic of B types22.
Replacements followed by eventual host
suppression of B drive could also explain
the observation that most crosses within
populations show no drive, whereas
crosses between populations sometimes
do have drive. 

How many matching drive-suppres-
sion specificities exist among Iberian
populations? Do novel B specificities
enter local populations only by new
mutations, or does migration play a role?
The data do not, at present, provide
answers to these questions (Box 3). 

If it turns out that specificity is limited,
what processes prevent diversification?
The next section suggests how the molec-
ular mechanisms that mediate attack and
defense can limit potential diversity.

Lack of specificity – segregation
distorter
Attack and defense invariably favor
diversification1. A new attack specificity
evades defense and spreads quickly. If
matching defense specificities arise, they
in turn spread to check the novel attack.
The biochemical mechanisms that 
mediate attack and defense determine
the limits to diversification6.

High molecular specificity means that
an increase in the effectiveness of defense
against one particular attack allele leads
to a decline in the effectiveness against
other attack specificities. By contrast,
low molecular specificity means that an
increase in the effectiveness of defense
against one attack variant implies an
increase against most or all other attack
variants. The interaction under low speci-
ficity is quantitative, whereas under high
specificity the interaction is qualitative.

PERSPECTIVES

Box 3. Molecular basis of B chromosome drive

New work on the Spanish and related Moroccan populations of the grasshopper Eyprepocnemis
plorans provides the first clues about the molecular basis of drive. Cabrero et al. studied three
populations in which the widespread B1 chromosome was replaced locally by a variant B – the
newly successful B type differing at each location45. All of the B chromosomes carry a 180 bp
repeat sequence rich in AT nucleotides. Interestingly, the three newly successful variants all con-
tain more of the 180 bp repeat than does B1. It is too soon to draw firm conclusions, but these data
suggest some interesting possibilities45. 

For example, expansion of the repeat may lead to enhanced drive and spread of the B type. The
autosomes may then counter by neutralizing the drive associated with the expanded repeat. Once
neutralized, the expanded repeat may lose in competition with a smaller B type when both are
neutralized because the smaller chromosome may be a superior competitor. This may lead to
cycles in which there is expansion of the repeat, drive of the expanded type, neutralization by the
autosomes and loss of the expanded type. Such cycles could explain many of the observations by
a simple quantitative model of drive and neutralization, without any specificity of interaction. In
addition, the repeats may differ in sequence among populations, with some specificity in autoso-
mal neutralization based on sequence. This may lead to a combination of both quantitative and
specific effects, with selection acting both on the number of repeats and on the sequence
composition. In any case, it is clear that the molecular basis of the interaction determines the
degree to which variants act quantitatively or specifically, which, in turn, controls key aspects of
molecular evolution and the dynamics of variant types over space and time.
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Limited specificity of attack and
defense is often observed in spite of the
fact that selection invariably favors di-
versification27. In some cases, the low ob-
served diversity simply reflects limited
study. Further analysis will uncover addi-
tional diversity, as in the case of cyto-
plasmic male sterility discussed earlier.
But, in many cases, systems do seem to
lack qualitative diversity – high specificity
may in fact be the exception.

The segregation distorter (SD) sys-
tem of Drosophila melanogaster provides
a good example of quantitative interac-
tions at the molecular level (see also Box 3
and Ref. 28). SD is a system of autosomal
meiotic drive29. Two major loci influence
gametic success. At the distorter (attack)
locus, the Sd allele can destroy sperm
and the Sd1 allele lacks attack capabil-
ity30. At the responder (defense) locus,
the Rsp allele determines sensitivity to
attack: Sd kills sperm with sensitive
responder alleles, Rsps, but does not
affect sperm with insensitive responder
alleles, Rspi (Ref. 31).

A chromosome that has both Sd and
Rspi increases in frequency because it
destroys competing sperm that carry sen-
sitive responder alleles. The sensitivity

of the Rsp locus is a quantitative trait.
This locus, in the heterochromatic region
of the chromosome, has alleles with vary-
ing numbers of 120 bp repeats32,33. The
greater the number of repeats, the more
sensitive the chromosome. Sensitivity is
measured by the probability of transmis-
sion when paired with a driving (Sd/Rspi)
chromosome. Insensitive responder 
alleles are transmitted at the normal
mendelian probability of 0.5. The trans-
mission probability of responder alleles
declines toward zero as the number of
repeats increases.

Defense is a quantitative trait deter-
mined by the number of repeats at the
Rsp locus. There does not appear to 
be specific interaction of Rsp with differ-
ent attack alleles at Sd. The present-
ly available data suggest that this 
system lacks specificity and consequent
diversification (Box 4).

Conclusions
Selection favors diversification of match-
ing attack and defense34. Some systems
do indeed have widespread, specific
polymorphisms2. But many cases lack
matching specificities27,31. Such cases
focus attention on how the molecular

interactions between attack and defense
limit specificity. For example, defense in
SD varies quantitatively rather than by
qualitative changes of specificity31.

The degree of specificity and poly-
morphism in each case is an empirical
problem. The conceptual issues outlined
here call attention to five points as
guides for future work. 

First, one should test a system care-
fully before declaring that it lacks speci-
ficity. Detection of matching polymor-
phism can be difficult2. The example of
CMS shows how, over time, better tools
reveal more detail about the reciprocal
interactions of attack and defense. 

Second, lack of specificity suggests
biochemical or physical limits to diversi-
fication. 

Third, mechanisms governing the
generation of new attack and defense
specificities determine whether molecu-
lar sequence evolution is fast or slow
(Boxes 1–4). 

Fourth, the potential for specific diver-
sity strongly influences spatiotemporal
dynamics. A rise in the number of match-
ing specificities increases the tendency for
genetic turnover across space and time4–6. 

Finally, strong biochemical speci-
ficity implies a high potential for genetic
diversity. The observed diversity can,
however, be high or low, depending on
the dynamics and the spatial and tempo-
ral scales of observation6.

Acknowledgements
National Science Foundation grant DEB-
9627259 supports my research. I thank
Camille M. Barr, Juan Pedro M. Camacho
and Laurence D. Hurst for comments on
this article.

References
1 Haldane, J.B.S. (1949) Disease and evolution. 

La Ricerca Scientifica (Suppl. 19), 68–76
2 Frank, S.A. (1994) Recognition and

polymorphism in host–parasite genetics. 
Philos. Trans. R. Soc. London Ser. B 346, 283–293

3 Hurst, L.D. et al. (1996) Genetic conflicts. Q. Rev.
Biol. 71, 317–364

4 Frank, S.A. (1989) The evolutionary dynamics of
cytoplasmic male sterility. Am. Nat. 133, 345–376

5 Frank, S.A. (1993) Specificity versus detectable
polymorphism in host–parasite genetics. 
Proc. R. Soc. London Ser. B 254, 191–197

6 Frank, S.A. (1997) Spatial processes in
host–parasite genetics. In Metapopulation
Biology: Ecology, Genetics, and Evolution
(Hanski, I. and Gilpin, M., eds), pp. 325–352,
Academic Press

7 Edwardson, J.R. (1970) Cytoplasmic male
sterility. Bot. Rev. 36, 341–420

8 Hanson, M.R. (1991) Plant mitochondrial mutations
and male sterility. Annu. Rev. Genet. 25, 461–486

9 Lewis, D. (1941) Male sterility in natural
populations of hermaphrodite plants: the
equilibrium between females and
hermaphrodites to be expected with different
types of inheritance. New Phytol. 40, 56–63

PERSPECTIVES

Box 4. Alternative models of segregation distorter

Current evidence suggests that segregation distorter (SD) lacks specificity in attack and defense
(see text). Further studies may or may not uncover some specificity. To understand what studies
should be done and how they could be interpreted, it is useful to consider four alternative models.
No evidence supports the last three models. However, it is helpful to consider these possibilities,
if only to understand why they do not occur.

(1) Attack may be a simple presence or absence polymorphism as implied by the Sd/Sd1 nota-
tion for alternative alleles at a single locus. Defense may, in turn, be a simple quantitative effect of
the number of Rsp repeats. This model of attack and defense matches the currently available data,
but there is certainly more to the story. For example, linked enhancers of Sd are needed to 
produce the full effect of biased transmission of gametes31. On the defense side, suppressors of
Sd can arise quickly by de novo mutations throughout the genome46. Hiraizumi47 has observed
negative distortion in some crosses, in which an insensitive responder is less successful than a
paired chromosome bearing a sensitive responder.

(2) There may be some specificity in the effect of suppressors on Sd. If there is high specificity,
with small biochemical changes of suppressors causing qualitatively different effects on various
Sd sequences, then sequence evolution may be rapid. If only a few alternative specificities are
possible, then there may be stable polymorphisms of suppressors and Sd with relatively slow
sequence evolution.

(3) The linkage relations between Sd and Rsp create interesting interactions. A successful chro-
mosome that can win in competition against other chromosomes must have both the attack allele,
Sd, and the insensitive defense allele, Rspi. If, by contrast, the attack component Sd is linked to a
sensitive responder, Rsps, the attack component will kill its own chromosome. This linkage con-
strains the ways in which new specificities can arise. A new Sd specificity that could overcome the
standard insensitive defense, Rspi, would kill itself. However, if the linked Rspi was a rare, specific
variant that could resist the new Sd variant, then the linked pair would kill competing chromo-
somes and spread through the population – this scenario is unlikely because it requires two rare
variants to occur on a single chromosome. One possibility is that an Rspi with a broader spectrum
of specific resistance may arise first, followed by a new Sd variant within this broader spectrum of
resistance. Although this seems unlikely, a similar, plausible scenario has been suggested for the
coevolution of bacteriocin toxins and antitoxins43 (see Box 1).

(4) The specificities may be of a matching type. Suppose that the responders exist as a series 
of n types with labels j 5 1,2 … n. The n different Sd attack alleles have matching specificities 
k 5 1,2 … n. Here, an Sdk only kills chromosomes with a matching responder specificity, Rspk.
Thus an attack allele Sdk does no harm to its own chromosome if it is linked to a responder of any
type except Rspk. This allows freedom of the matching Sd and Rsp specificities to mutate without
the linkage constraint of model (3). This sort of matching specificity may occur in several
attack–defense systems2. If SD lacks such specificity, it will be important to understand why the
biochemical details prevent such diversification.

- Tree April 00 paste up  25/2/00  1:03 pm  Page 170



TREE vol. 15, no. 4 April 2000 171

PERSPECTIVES

10 Gouyon, P-H. and Couvet, D. (1985) Selfish
cytoplasm and adaptation: variations in the
reproductive system of thyme. In Structure 
and Functioning of Plant Populations (Vol. 2)
(Haeck, J. and Woldendorp, J.W., eds), 
pp. 299–319, North Holland

11 Couvet, D. et al. (1990) Co-evolution between
two symbionts: the case of cytoplasmic male-
sterility in higher plants. Oxf. Surv. Evol. Biol. 
7, 225–249

12 Koelewijn, H.P. and van Damme, J.M.M. (1995)
Genetics of male sterility in gynodioecious
Plantago coronopus. I. Cytoplasmic variation.
Genetics 139, 1749–1758

13 Koelewijn, H.P. and van Damme, J.M.M. (1995)
Genetics of male sterility in gynodioecious
Plantago coronopus. II. Nuclear genetic
variation. Genetics 139, 1759–1775

14 van Damme, J.M.M. and van Delden, W. (1982)
Gynodioecy in Plantago lanceolata L. I.
Polymorphism for plasmon type. Heredity
49, 303–318

15 van Damme, J.M.M. (1983) Gynodioecy 
in Plantago lanceolata L. II. Inheritance of 
three male sterility types. Heredity 
50, 253–273

16 Gouyon, P-H. et al. (1991) Nuclear-cytoplasmic
male sterility: single-point equilibria versus limit
cycles. Am. Nat. 137, 498–514

17 de Haan, A.A. et al. (1997) New CMS types in
Plantago lanceolata and their relatedness.
Theor. Appl. Genet. 94, 539–548

18 van Damme, J.M.M. (1986) Gynodioecy in
Plantago lanceolata L. V. Frequencies and
spatial distribution of nuclear and cytoplasmic
genes. Heredity 56, 355–364

19 van Damme, J.M.M. and van Delden, W. (1984)
Gynodioecy in Plantago lanceolata L. IV. Fitness
components of sex types in different life cycle
stages. Evolution 38, 1326–1336

20 Bos, M. et al. (1986) Gene flow in Plantago I.
Gene flow and neighbourhood size in 
P. lanceolata. Heredity 56, 43–54

21 Jones, R.N. (1991) B-chromosome drive. 
Am. Nat. 137, 430–442

22 Camacho, J.P.M. et al. (1997) Population
dynamics of a selfish B chromosome
neutralized by the standard genome in the
grasshopper Eyprepocnemis plorans. Am. Nat.
149, 1030–1050

23 Zurita, S. et al. (1998) Polymorphism
regeneration for a neutralized selfish B
chromosome. Evolution 52, 274–277

24 Henriques-Gil, N. et al. (1984) Evolution of a
complex polymorphism in the grasshopper
Eyprepocnemis plorans. Chromosoma
89, 290–293

25 López-León, M.D. et al. (1992) A widespread 
B chromosome polymorphism maintained
without apparent drive. Evolution 46, 529–539

26 Herrera, J.A. et al. (1996) Evidence for 
B chromosome drive suppression in the
grasshopper Eyprepocnemis plorans. Heredity
76, 633–639

27 Kraaijeveld, A.R. et al. (1998) The coevolution of
host resistance and parasitoid virulence.
Parasitology 116, S29–S45

28 Hurst, L.D. (1996) Further evidence consistent
with Stellate’s involvement in meiotic drive.
Genetics 142, 641–643

29 Lyttle, T.W. (1991) Segregation distorters. 
Annu. Rev. Genet. 25, 511–557

30 Merrill, C. et al. (1999) Truncated RanGAP
encoded by the segregation distorter locus of
Drosophila. Science 283, 1742–1745

31 Hartl, D.L. and Hiraizumi, Y. (1976) Segregation
distortion. In Genetics and Biology of
Drosophila (Vol. 1B) (Ashburner, M. and
Novitski, E., eds), pp. 615–666, Academic Press

32 Wu, C-I. et al. (1988) Association between a
satellite DNA sequence and the responder of
segregation distorter in D. melanogaster. Cell
54, 179–189

33 Pimpinelli, S. and Dimitri, P. (1989) Cytogenetic
analysis of segregation distortion in Drosophila
melanogaster: the cytological organization of
the responder (Rsp) locus. Genetics
121, 765–772

34 Thompson, J.N. (1994) The Coevolutionary
Process, University of Chicago

35 Golub, E.S. and Green, D.R. (1991) Immunology:
A Synthesis (2nd edn), Sinauer

36 Diwakarla, C.S. and Palombo, E.A. (1999)
Genetic and antigenic variation of capsid
protein VP7 of serotype G1 human rotavirus
isolates. J. Gen. Virol. 80, 341–344

37 Kinsey, N.E. et al. (1996) Antigenic variation of
SIV: mutations in V4 alter the neutralization
profile. Virology 221, 14–21

38 Bush, R.M. et al. (1999) Predicting the 
evolution of influenza A. Science
286, 1921–1925

39 Deitsch, K.W. et al. (1997) Shared themes of
antigenic variation and virulence in bacterial,
protozoal, and fungal infections. Microbiol. Mol.
Biol. Rev. 61, 281–293

40 Frank, S.A. (1999) A model for the sequential
dominance of antigenic variants in African
trypanosome infections. Proc. R. Soc. London
Ser. B 266, 1397–1401

41 Lenski, R.E. (1988) Dynamics of interactions
between bacteria and virulent bacteriophage.
Adv. Microbial Ecol. 10, 1–44

42 Hill, A.V.S. (1998) The immunogenetics of
human diseases. Annu. Rev. Immunol.
16, 593–617

43 Riley, M.A. (1998) Molecular mechanisms of
bacteriocin evolution. Annu. Rev. Genet.
32, 255–278

44 Brennicke, A. and Kück, U., eds (1993) Plant
Mitochondria, VCH

45 Cabrero, J. et al. (1999) Common origin of 
B chromosome variants in the grasshopper
Eyprepocnemis plorans. Heredity
83, 435–439

46 Lyttle, T.W. (1979) Experimental population
genetics of meiotic drive systems II.
Accumulation of genetic modifiers of
segregation distorter (SD) in laboratory
populations. Genetics 91, 339–357

47 Hiraizumi, Y. (1990) Negative segregation
distortion in the SD system of Drosophila
melanogaster: a challenge to the concept of
differential sensitivity of Rsp alleles. Genetics
125, 515–525

Do you want to reproduce material 
from TREE?

This publication and the individual publications 
contained in it are protected by the copyright 
of Elsevier Science. Except as outlined in the 

terms and conditions (see p. iv), no part 
of Trends in Ecology & Evolution may be 

reproduced, either in print or in electronic form,
without written permission from 

Elsevier Science. Please send any 
permission requests to:

Elsevier Science Ltd
PO Box 800

Oxford
UK  OX5 1DX

Organizing a meeting?

Each month TREE publishes  brief details of
forthcoming meetings. If you would like your

conference or symposium to have 
a free entry in TREE’s Meetings Diary,
please send the details to: The Editor, 

Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 
84 Theobald’s Road, London, UK  WC1 8RR

(e-mail TREE@current-trends.com). 
If you wish us to publish details of courses or

a longer announcement, please contact 
Classified at the same address.

- Tree April 00 paste up  25/2/00  1:03 pm  Page 171


