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ABSTRACT: We propose and evaluate the hypothesis that parent-
offspring conflict over the degree of maternal investment has been
one of the main selective factors in the evolution of vertebrate re-
productive mode. This hypothesis is supported by data showing that
the assumptions of parent-offspring conflict theory are met for rel-
evant taxa; the high number of independent origins of viviparity,
matrotrophy (direct maternal-fetal nutrient transfer), and hemo-
chorial placentation (direct fetal access to the maternal bloodstream);
the extreme diversity in physiological and morphological aspects of
viviparity and placentation, which usually cannot be ascribed adap-
tive significance in terms of ecological factors; and divergent and
convergent patterns in the diversification of placental structure, func-
tion, and developmental genetics. This hypothesis is also supported
by data demonstrating that embryos and fetuses actively manipulate
their interaction with the mother, thereby garnishing increased ma-
ternal resources. Our results indicate that selection may favor ad-
aptations of the mother, the fetus, or both in traits related to re-
productive mode and that integration of physiological and
morphological data with evolutionary ecological data will be required
to understand the adaptive significance of interspecific variation in
viviparity, matrotrophy, and placentation.

Keywords: viviparity, parent-offspring conflict, placentation, repro-
ductive mode.

Since Aristotle in his Historia Animalium divided animals
into oviparous versus viviparous forms and forms nour-
ished by yolk versus more direct means, analyses of the
ecology, physiology, and evolution of reproductive mode
have remained of considerable interest to biologists (Moss-
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man 1937, 1987; Wourms 1977, 1981; Wourms et al. 1988;
Blackburn 1992, 1999b, 1999¢). Comparative and evolu-
tionary studies have characterized the remarkable diversity
in reproductive mode among animals (Luckett 1976b;
Blim 1986; Blackburn 199956, 1999¢) and have begun to
consider the adaptive significance of prenatal mother-oft-
spring interactions (Haig 1993, 19964, 1996b). Ecological
analyses of the evolution of viviparity have traditionally
focused on the costs and benefits of oviparity in compar-
ison with various forms of live birth (e.g., Tinkle and
Gibbons 1977; Shine 1985, 1995) and the role of selection
in optimizing parental investment (e.g., Clutton-Brock
1991). By contrast, physiological and morphological stud-
ies of the evolution of viviparity and placentation have
concentrated on the description, ontogeny, and function
of diverse structures and mechanisms for nutrient transfer
(e.g., Stewart and Blackburn 1988; Wourms et al. 1988;
Wourms and Lombardi 1992; Wourms 1993).

In this article, we integrate comparative, ecological, and
physiological approaches to the evolution of reproductive
mode and propose a new hypothesis that states that parent-
offspring conflict (Trivers 1974) has driven the evolution
of vertebrate reproductive mode. Several previous studies
have provided evidence that parental-fetal relationships are
subject to such conflict; however, these authors have fo-
cused on the adaptive significance of the current forms of
parent-offspring interactions (Trivers 1974; Haig 1993,
19964, 1996b) or the expected consequences of parent-
offspring conflicts for the evolution of polyandry (Zeh and
Zeh 2001) and speciation (Zeh and Zeh 2000; whereby
viviparity-driven conflict between mother and fetus pro-
motes antagonistic coevolution, genomic divergence, and
increased postzygotic isolation). Here, we propose that
parent-offspring conflict plays a fundamental, causal role
in the evolution of viviparity and placentation and that it
is responsible for much of the diversity in aspects of animal
reproductive mode. We describe the evolutionary dynam-
ics of parent-offspring conflict in this context, provide
evidence for our viviparity conflict hypothesis, and suggest
further tests using data from physiology, morphology, and
phylogenetics.
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Parent-Offspring Conflict over Parental Investment

How is the offspring to compete effectively with its parent?
... Inside the mother the offspring is expected to employ
chemical tactics. (Trivers 1974)

In all organisms where parents and their offspring are not
genetically identical, conflicts of interest will arise between
them over the level of parental investment (Trivers 1974).
These phenotypic conflicts are mediated by patterns of
gene expression. In mother-offspring interactions, genes
of four sources and kinds may be involved: genes expressed
in the mother, maternally derived genes expressed in the
offspring, paternally derived genes expressed in the off-
spring, and genes expressed in the offspring regardless of
their parental source (Trivers 1974; Haig and Westoby
1989; Haig and Trivers 1995; Haig 1997, 1999b, 2000;
Ubeda and Haig 2003). Each of these types of gene exhibits
its own optimal phenotypic effects for maximizing its rep-
resentation in future generations with regard to how it
influences the physiological interactions between the
mother and developing embryos.

For the mother, each of her genes has an equal prob-
ability of being present in each offspring, so her best strat-
egy involves allocating nutrients to each offspring over her
lifespan to maximize the aggregate reproductive success of
her descendants. For offspring, the effects of genes are
expected to be more “selfish” such that offspring are se-
lected to seek greater investment from the mother than
she is selected to provide (Trivers 1974; Godfray 1995).
This conflict arises because each offspring is more closely
related to itself at r = 1 (and in the next generation to
its sons and daughters at r = 0.5) than it is to any given
full sibling at r = 0.5 (and its nieces and nephews, for
which r = 0.25). Maternally derived and paternally de-
rived genes in offspring may also exhibit different gene-
expression strategies if such genes are “imprinted” as to
their source (Haig and Westoby 1989; Haig 2000). Thus,
to the extent that a mother’s offspring derive from multiple
paternity within or across broods, genes inherited from a
particular father have a declining probability of being pre-
sent in sibs (Haig 1999b). Such genes should therefore
favor maternal investment in their bearers to an even
greater extent than do maternally derived genes. Evidence
for such imprinting effects on invasive ability of the tro-
phoblast (fetal extraembryonic ectoderm; Mossman 1987,
p- 315) and other aspects of maternal investment has been
described in a variety of taxa (Cross et al. 1994; Bartolomei
and Tilghman 1997; Haig 2000; O’Neill et al. 2000; Vrana
et al. 2001; Tycko and Morison 2002).

Parent-offspring conflict is expected to result in off-
spring developing adaptations to extract more from par-
ents than they are selected to provide and adaptations to

compete with siblings over parental resources. The mag-
nitude of such parent-offspring conflict can be measured
by the difference between the brood size and degree of
investment per offspring that is optimal for the parent
versus what is optimal for an offspring (Trivers 1974; God-
fray and Parker 1991; Parker 1995). Conflict is predicted
to be most intense when only one parent invests, when
the coefficient of relatedness between siblings is low, when
brood size is small, when there is the possibility of intra-
brood competition, and when the benefits of care are non-
depreciable (do not decline with increasing brood size;
Parker 1985, 1995; Godfray and Parker 1991). However,
parent-offspring conflict is constrained by the genetic re-
latedness and mutual dependency of the interactants such
that it often involves a tug-of-war over resource allocation,
with signs of conflict remaining more or less covert unless
the interactions between parties are perturbed in some way
(Moore and Haig 1991; Haig 1993, 19964, 1996b).

As in other situations with cooperative interactions en-
tangled with conflict and conflict constrained by relat-
edness, the evolutionary outcome of parent-offspring in-
teractions is difficult to predict (Parker 1983; Crespi 1992;
Queller 1994; Godfray 1995; Brown et al. 1997; Zeh and
Zeh 2000; Parker et al. 2002b). Such outcomes can depend
on evolutionary starting points, genetic mechanisms, mat-
ing systems, sequences of mutation, the arsenal of traits
in parents and offspring that can be modified by selection
in this context, and the fitness costs and benefits of win-
ning versus losing in relation to the costs of investing in
adaptations for conflict (Haig 1993; Arnqvist and Rowe
2002; Rowe and Arnqvist 2002; Chapman et al. 2003). In
parent-offspring interactions, conflicts of interest can be
resolved with one side “winning” (at its optimum) at some
more or less stable intermediate point, or conflicts may
generate arms races of variable duration (Parker 1983,
1985; Godfray and Parker 1991; Godfray 1995). Although
parents are usually expected to have an advantage that
derives from size, physical power, and control of resources,
offspring may engage in any number of strategies to ma-
nipulate parents into increased investment; examples in-
clude the release of hormones and other compounds into
the maternal bloodstream (Haig 1993, 1996b) and the loud
begging of nestlings in many species of birds (e.g., Parker
et al. 2002a).

Thus far, most studies of parent-offspring conflict have
focused on behavioral interactions, such as soliciting and
siblicide (Trivers 1974; Clutton-Brock 1991; Mock and
Parker 1997). More recently, evidence of physiological
conflicts has been described between mothers and pre-
parturition offspring, most notably during human preg-
nancy (Haig 1993). As described by Haig, these maternal-
fetal conflicts manifest themselves in the current form of
matrotrophic (direct resource provisioning) viviparity in
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humans. We argue here that such conflicts also reach back
to the origins of maternal investment in vertebrates and
thus should be instrumental in the evolution and diverse
forms of viviparous reproduction itself. By our viviparity
conflict hypothesis, the evolution of viviparity has been
driven in part by parent-offspring conflict, whereby off-
spring are under continual strong selection to increase the
level of maternal investment that they accrue. Mothers, in
turn, are selected for reproductive modes involving egg
retention and increased investment under appropriate eco-
logical conditions (e.g., Tinkle and Gibbons 1977; Wourms
et al. 1988; Shine 2002) and for increased physiological
efficiency in nutrient provision (e.g., Wourms 1993; Tyn-
dale-Briscoe and Renfree 1987), but they are still expected
to favor levels of investment below the optimum for in-
dividual offspring. The main alternative hypothesis to ours
is that the evolution of reproductive modes involving in-
creased investment in individual offspring is driven by
changes in reproductive ecology in the context of how the
physiology and morphology of different lineages can be
modified by selection. This hypothesis is not mutually ex-
clusive to the viviparity conflict idea because ecological
conditions and maternal-fetal interactions are expected to
select sequentially or jointly on reproductive mode. As-
sessing the degree of support for each hypothesis requires
analysis of the mechanisms and selective pressures driving
evolutionary changes in viviparity and placentation.

Vertebrate Reproductive Modes

Living embryos were exceedingly active in utero. They dashed
about, open mouthed, inside the oviduct, snapping at what-
ever they encountered, including the investigator’s hand. In
this case, there was only one embryo in each oviduct. (Wourms
1977)

In oviparous species, preparturition conflict is unlikely
because the quantity of yolk and other materials received
by the developing embryo presumably cannot be influ-
enced by genes expressed in the offspring. As a result, the
origin per se of direct maternal investment in developing
embryos and the initial stages of egg retention are pre-
sumably driven by ecological selective pressures. However,
as soon as such investment has evolved, there is potential
for conflict if the amount and duration of care received
can be influenced by genes expressed in the offspring.
Two main nutritional patterns typify the transfer of ma-
ternally derived nutrients in viviparous vertebrates: lecith-
otrophy, in which energy for development is derived from
the yolk of the ovum, and matrotrophy, in which nutrients
are directly supplied by the mother during gestation
(Wourms 1981; Bliim 1986; Blackburn 19995, 1999c¢).
These nutritional forms are not mutually exclusive, and

Maternal-Fetal Conflict  PROOF 3

the embryos of most viviparous vertebrates are nourished
by some combination of yolk and direct maternal con-
tribution (Wourms et al. 1988; Blackburn 1999¢). Matro-
trophic provision of nutrients provides the widest scope
for parent-offspring conflict because postzygotic invest-
ment can be substantial, with the developing embryo in
intimate contact with the mother throughout develop-
ment. Matrotrophy can be categorized into three main
forms on the basis of the nutrients supplied to offspring
and how they are delivered (Wourms et al. 1988; Hamlett
1990).

The first form, oophagy, whereby the developing fetus
feeds on sibling ova, or adelphophagy, the intrauterine
cannibalism of embryos, is found in some amphibians,
sharks, and teleost fishes (Wourms 1977; Wourms et al.
1988; Blackburn 1992; Gilmore 1993). This reproductive
mode presents opportunities for parent-offspring conflict
in that optimal brood sizes may differ between the mother
and offspring (Godfray and Parker 1991, 1992). Because
the offspring are active and in control of cannibalism lev-
els, they may be able to achieve the brood size that max-
imizes their inclusive fitness, and indeed in the sharks and
rays exhibiting oophagy or adelphophagy, only one em-
bryo develops in each of two uterine compartments.

Cannibalistic brood reduction has been described in
other viviparous forms, including some marine snails, cae-
cilians, and other salamanders (Baur 1992; Mock and Par-
ker 1997, pp. 324-333). Although sibling conflict typifies
many such cases of this reproductive mode, the degree to
which the interests of mothers and offspring differ remains
unclear because it is difficult in theory and practice to
specify optimal numbers and sizes of offspring for both
parties (Parker et al. 2002b).

The second form, histophagy, involves the ingestion of
maternal secretions by embryos and is characterized by
the absorption of such secretions (Wake 1977; Wourms
1977; Blackburn et al. 1985; Wourms et al. 1988). These
reproductive patterns are found in some sharks and rays,
one anuran, and some caecilians; in addition, monotreme
mammals exhibit an unusual combination of histotrophy
and oviparity because eggs absorb considerable maternal
secretions before deposition (Blackburn 1999¢).

Maternal secretions are normally produced from the
uterine epithelium, and the mother is presumably able to
control their constitution and quantity more or less free
of offspring influence. However, developing offspring may,
in theory, increase the rate of histotroph production in at
least three ways. First, in some amphibians, embryos
abrade the uterine lining with specially adapted prenatal
teeth, apparently to stimulate additional maternal secre-
tions (Wake 1977; Guex and Chen 1986). Like begging
calls in nestlings, such behavior may be partially mala-
daptive for the parents and may lead to investment beyond
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their optimum (Godfray and Parker 1991). Second, ovi-
ductal secretions are under hormonal control in some am-
phibians (e.g., Xavier et al. 1970) such that offspring may
be able to stimulate increased secretion via release of the
same hormones (Haig 1996b). Third, the fetuses of some
rays develop large supranuclear vesicles believed to func-
tion as storage depots for continually ingested secretions
(Hamlett 1999). Such sequestering of maternal resources
may elicit increased investment if it reduces the mother’s
information about offspring’s level of need; indeed, it is
otherwise unclear why a developing ray fetus would store
resources unless they are retained until after parturition.
Similarly, human fetuses sequester unusually high levels
of fat in the last few weeks of pregnancy, after they have
reached full term and are able to survive well postpartur-
ition. (Haig 1993, 1999a). Whether such an apparent ad-
aptation indeed involves conflict requires further data.

The third form, placental viviparity, involves transfer of
materials via “any intimate apposition or fusion of the
fetal organs to the maternal (or paternal) tissues for phys-
iological exchange” (Mossman 1937). Placental viviparity
involves nutrient transfer via cell secretions (i.e., histo-
trophic exchange), via blood constituents (hemotrophic
exchange), or by both routes. This reproductive mode is
found in many chondrichthyan and some osteichthyan
fishes, some squamate reptiles, some amphibians (caecil-
ians, frogs, and salamanders), and all therian mammals
(Blim 1986; Blackburn 1999¢). The placenta develops
from fetal membranes (the amnion, chorion, allantoic sac,
and yolk sac) and other tissues, and transfer of nutrients
to developing young by this means may be more efficient
physiologically than other methods, although the evidence
for such efficiency is meager (Seal et al. 1972; Tyndale-
Briscoe and Renfree 1987, p. 323; Wourms 1993). The
prolonged and intimate contact between mothers and off-
spring engendered by this form of viviparity should pro-
vide offspring with considerable opportunities to influence
maternal physiology to their own benefit and vice versa
(Zeh and Zeh 2000). The origins and evolution of placental
forms thus provide the clearest context for testing the
assumptions and predictions of the viviparity conflict hy-
pothesis, especially because viviparity and placentation ap-
pear to evolve in concert rather than sequentially (Black-
burn 1995, 19984, 1999¢).

Assumptions of the Viviparity Conflict Hypothesis

The main assumptions of the viviparity conflict hypothesis
are that relatedness between mothers and offspring is less
than unity (the intensity of conflict then increases with
multiple paternity within and across broods; Haig 1999b),
that the evolution of viviparity and matrotrophy involve
increased benefits to individual offspring and may also

engender increased costs to mothers, and that offspring
exhibit the ability to manipulate maternal investment in
viviparous and incipiently viviparous forms.

Levels of genetic relatedness between mothers and off-
spring and between offspring are conducive to strong se-
lection for parent-offspring conflict over prenatal invest-
ment. Thus, clonal reproduction is rare, and multiple
paternity is virtually the rule among sexual organisms
(Eberhard 1996, p. 413; Birkhead and Parker 1997; Jen-
nions and Petrie 2000; Zeh and Zeh 2001; e.g., in vivip-
arous taxa; Baker et al. 1999; Garner et al. 2002; Saville et
al. 2002). Indeed, multiple paternity may be favored by
one of the same traits that facilitates the evolution of vi-
viparity, internal fertilization (e.g., Wourms et al. 1988).
The possible resultant decrease in paternal investment may
increase the offspring’s optimal level and thus lead to a
higher degree of conflict (Parker 1985); multiple paternity
may also generate increased offspring demands through
its effects on the evolution of genomic imprinting (Haig
and Westoby 1989; Haig 19995, 2000).

Perhaps the most pervasive theme in the literature on
the evolution of viviparity is that it engenders clear benefits
to individual offspring and may impose increased repro-
ductive costs on mothers. Benefits to offspring include
increased survivorship via avoidance of the egg stage, in-
creased size at birth, and increased offspring vigor (e.g.,
Wourms 1977; Shine 1985, 1989, 1995, 2002; Crespi 1989;
Compagno 1990; Guillette 1991; Wourms and Lombardi
1992; Gilmore 1993; Stewart and Thompson 1993; Qualls
and Andrews 1999; Goodwin et al. 2002). These benefits
contrast with numerous costs of reproducing via viviparity,
most of which accrue to mothers; these encompass reduced
foraging ability and higher susceptibility to predation while
pregnant, total brood loss upon death, higher energetic
costs, and lower fecundity (e.g., Wake 1977; Renfree 1983;
Shine 1985, 1989; Compagno 1990; Wourms and Lom-
bardi 1992; Heulin et al. 1994; Blackburn 1995, 2000;
Schwarzkopf 1996; Goodwin et al. 2002; but see also Qualls
and Shine [1998b], who showed that costs of reproduction
apparently did not differ between conspecific viviparous
and oviparous forms in a lizard). Phenotypic benefits to
mothers of viviparity appear to be relatively few, and they
may include increased energetic efficiency in placental
forms (Wourms 1993) and greater flexibility in adjusting
investment level under varying food supplies (Parker 1977;
Low 1978; Renfree 1983; Hayssen et al. 1985; Stewart 1989;
Trexler 1997; Jerez and Ramirez-Pinilla 2001; but see Rez-
nick et al. 1996). Taken together, these considerations im-
ply that benefits to offspring increase substantially during
the evolution of viviparity and that reproductive costs to
mothers may increase as well.

We suggest that in viviparous and inchoate viviparous
forms, offspring abilities to manipulate the mother are
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even higher before than after birth as a result of the in-
timate, prolonged physiological contact between interac-
tants. Offspring-parent manipulation should first become
possible at the point when fetal tissues can release com-
pounds that reach the mother; this may sometimes occur
early in the evolution of viviparity from oviparity, and the
initial effects may be as simple as slightly prolonged egg
retention or embryo-induced changes in osmolarity gra-
dients that contribute to uptake of materials through the
egg capsule (Lombardi et al. 1993; see also Renfree 1977
on concentration gradients across the yolk sac placenta of
a marsupial). Indeed, transfer of materials from mother
to offspring appears common even in the incipient stages
of viviparity (Blackburn 1998b; Stewart and Thompson
2000) such that physiological mechanisms for transfer in
the other direction should not be unexpected on physi-
ological grounds.

The abilities of preparturition human offspring to ma-
nipulate maternal investment are showcased by Haig
(1993, 19994a). As he describes, human fetuses and their
associated tissues secrete myriad factors (e.g., hormones,
steroids, cytokines, and growth factors); these serve, in
humans and other mammals, to signal the presence of the
conceptus, facilitate invasion of the uterine lining, stim-
ulate angiogenesis, locally modulate the mother’s immune
response in the uterus, maintain the early stages of the
pregnancy, and control gestation length (see also Renfree
1977, 1983; Pavia et al. 1979; Hayssen et al. 1985; Clemens
1991; Arcuri et al. 1998, 1999; Lin et al. 2000).

Considerable evidence indicates that abilities of fetuses
to influence development are not restricted to humans.
Thus, steroid regulation of reproduction by mothers is
present in all vertebrates (Bliim 1986; Guillette 1987), and
fetal offspring of elasmobranchs, amphibians, and reptiles
can produce the same or similar compounds as do mam-
mals, apparently with comparable physiological roles in
affecting maternal investment. Guillette (1989) presented
evidence that viviparous nonmammalian vertebrates also
secrete steroids and prostoglandins as pregnancy recog-
nition signals and that embryonic factors influence ma-
ternal uterine development in various ways apparently
beneficial to the fetus. Hamlett (1999) noted that the pla-
centa of some sharks secretes steroid hormones and that
the yolk sac placenta (the simplest form of placentation)
exhibits tissues that also appear to produce steroids, and
Callard and Koob (1993), Callard et al. (1993), and Koob
and Callard (1999) provided additional evidence for ster-
oid regulation of elasmobranch reproduction, with poten-
tial effects from the fetus. Even under the seemingly sim-
plest form of viviparity, histophagy, as expressed in a
species of salamander, antagonistic maternal immune re-
actions (rejection and facilitation) toward the embryo have
been found, along with immunosuppressive factors in the
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pregnancy serum thought to originate from the embryo
(Chateaureynaud et al. 1979; Badet 1984). A range of cy-
tokines and other hormones, which regulate immune re-
sponses, fetal growth, and differentiation in mammals, has
also been identified at the maternal-fetal interface in a
species of placental reptile (Paulesu et al. 1995; Paulesu
1997; Jones et al. 2003). Painter and Moore (1999) re-
ported the production of progesterone and corticosterone
from the reptilian fetal adrenal gland and suggested that
the fetal placenta metabolizes steroid hormones, and Bon-
net et al. (2001) reported that progesterone plays an im-
portant role in the pregnancy of a viviparous snake by
stimulating vascularization of the oviducts. Endocrinol-
ogical studies of a placental skink and a review of other
reptiles (Guarino et al. 1998) have shown that when the
corpus luteum begins to degenerate after the middle of
pregnancy, the placenta can become an endocrine organ,
and, as in some mammals, it begins to replace and main-
tain the high levels of progesterone circulating in maternal
blood. Moreover, young embryos of the reptile Lacerta
vivipara produce a compound that extends the life of the
corpus luteum (and thus gestation length; Xavier et al.
1988), and embryos of other lizards release a variety of
compounds, often early in development (see Guillette
1992). Callard et al. (1992) noted that oviparous groups
(e.g., skates, turtles, and birds) exhibit a predominantly
preovulatory pattern of progesterone production, whereas
those groups in which viviparity has evolved (e.g., sharks,
snakes, and lizards) exhibit mainly a postovulatory pattern.
Finally, Shine and Guillette (1988) present evidence that
in reptiles, increased duration of progesterone secretion
prolongs egg retention, which may serve as a simple mech-
anism for the initial stages in the evolution of viviparity.
Their model is of special importance for the viviparity
conflict hypothesis, given that progesterone can also be
secreted by reptile fetuses. Offspring of oviparous and vi-
viparous reptiles may also benefit from delaying birth,
potentially beyond the maternal optimum in viviparous
forms, and they may thus control this important aspect
of development (Shine and Olsson 2003).

These cases indicate that preparturition offspring of all
major vertebrate groups exhibiting viviparity demonstrate
abilities to or the potential to manipulate maternal repro-
ductive physiology. Thus, the assumptions of the viviparity
conflict hypothesis appear to be satisfied. The hypothesis
makes three main predictions that can be evaluated with
the available data: multiple origins of viviparity and forms
of placentation, extreme diversity in traits related to fetal-
maternal interactions among vivparous forms, and evi-
dence of fetal-maternal conflict over levels of investment,
which may lead to arms races.
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Multiple Origins of Viviparity and
Forms of Placentation

Once egg retention exists, maternal oviductal and ovarian
function could be modified by responding to embryonic fac-
tors. (Guillette 1989)

One of the hallmarks of strong selection is parallel or
convergent evolution (Schluter and Nagel 1995; Losos et
al. 1998; Madsen et al. 2001; Nosil et al. 2002). This evo-
lutionary pattern implies first that selection, rather than
the chance effects of drift, has given rise to a particular
trait and second that diverse lineages have been similarly
transformed, overcoming lineage-specific constraints on
many occasions. Multiple origins of viviparity, matrotro-
phy, and more invasive placentation may be explicable by
both the viviparity conflict and reproductive ecology hy-
potheses, and they provide indirect support for viviparity
conflict to the degree that they cannot be explained by
variation in ecological conditions. In addition, more or
less unidirectional trends from oviparity to viviparity and
to increased investment in viviparous forms suggest either
that such transitions are irreversible due to their genetic
or physiological architecture (Bull and Charnov 1985; Lee
and Shine 1998) or that strong selection on offspring can
prevent them.

Striking parallelism and convergence are found in the
origins of viviparity itself, the origins of placentation, and
the forms of placentation most conducive to offspring
control over parental investment. Among vertebrates, vi-
viparity has evolved more than 120 times; there are more
than 100 inferred transitions in reptiles, 12 in teleost fishes
(including patrotrophic viviparity in some seahorses;
Blackburn 1999¢ Wilson et al. 2003), nine to 10 in sharks
and rays, five in amphibians, and apparently two in mam-
mals (Hayssen et al. 1985; Dulvy and Reynolds 1997; Zeller
1997, 1999; Blackburn 19995, 1999¢ Goodwin et al. 2002;
Reynolds et al. 2002). Matrotrophy has also evolved readily
(23-24 times), with at least three inferred origins in rep-
tiles, 12 in teleost fishes, four to five in sharks and rays,
three in amphibians, and one in mammals (Dulvy and
Reynolds 1997). In some lineages, viviparity is character-
istic of higher taxonomic categories (e.g., eutherian and
metatherian mammals and some elasmobranch groups);
however, in other taxa, it varies among closely related spe-
cies or even among populations (e.g., Blackburn 1992,
1993, 1995, 1998a; Heap 1994; Qualls et al. 1995; Surget-
Groba et al. 2001). The transitions between oviparity and
viviparity appear to be virtually unidirectional because
there is evidence of shifts from viviparity back to oviparity
in only a few cases, and even these are ambiguous (de
Fraipont et al. 1996, 1999; Dulvy and Reynolds 1997; Lee

and Shine 1998; Blackburn 1999a; Surget-Groba et al.
2001; Reynolds et al. 2002; Douady et al. 2003).

Viviparity has been linked more or less closely to en-
vironmental factors in several taxonomic groups. Thus, in
reptiles, viviparous forms are most common in relatively
cold climates (Tinkle and Gibbons 1977; Shine and Bull
1978; Shine 1985, 2002 and references therein), and in
elasmobranchs, viviparity and matrotrophy are found
most often in tropical and subtropical waters (Wourms
1977; Clutton-Brock 1991; Dulvy and Reynolds 1997),
where utilization of yolk by embryos may be energetically
inefficient (Dulvy 1998). By contrast, reproductive mode
is apparently not associated with ecomorphotype in sharks
(Compagno 1990), and Wourms et al. (1988) noted that
for teleost fishes, “it is difficult to correlate viviparity ...
with specific ecological parameters.” Indeed, Shine and
Berry (1978), Shine (1985, 1987), and Packard et al. (1989)
stressed that the current ecology of viviparous forms pro-
vides only indirect evidence for the role of specific envi-
ronmental factors in the origins of this reproductive mode.
Thus, although viviparity itself is clearly adaptive in harsh
environments for eggs among some taxa, the selective ad-
vantages of transitional stages in the origin of viviparity
are often unclear (Shine and Bull 1979; Shine 1985; Smith
and Shine 1997; see also Blackburn 1982), and the eco-
logical adaptive significance of the different forms of vi-
viparity or matrotrophy has been difficult to elucidate
(Wourms et al. 1988; Guillette 1991; Stewart and Thomp-
son 2000).

Blackburn (1995, 1998a) provides evidence that inter-
mediate transitional stages in the evolution of viviparity
and placentation are rarely found among extant forms
such that they appear to evolve rapidly. His hypothesis is
also supported by the finding of Reynolds et al. (2002),
who used phylogenies to infer that evolutionary changes
in elasmobranch viviparity often proceeded directly from
egg laying to matrotrophic viviparity and the emphasis by
Rothchild (2003) on the great gap between metatherian
and eutherian reproductive modes. Moreover, Mossman
(1987, p. 146) points out that little morphological change
in fetal membranes is required for the transition to vivi-
parity because most of the changes are mediated by phys-
iological shifts. By the viviparity conflict hypothesis, eco-
logical factors need not drive transitions to viviparity and
matrotrophy in isolation because an advantage will always
be present for offspring to accrue additional investment
up to their optimal level. Moreover, selection on offspring
and mothers is apparently strong enough to cause rapid
microevolutionary change, which has led to accelerated
among-population divergence and speciation in some taxa
such as mammals (Zeh and Zeh 2000).

Placentation has evolved concomitantly with viviparity
among vertebrates (Blackburn 1995, 19995, 1999¢), and it
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exhibits the same pattern of multiple evolutionary origins,
with many striking cases of convergence and parallelism
(e.g., Wourms 1977; Blackburn et al. 1984; Wourms et al.
1988; Wourms and Lombardi 1992; Blackburn 1993,
19995, 1999¢; Meyer and Lydeard 1993; Reznick et al. 2002;
also Wourms and Cohen 1975 on trophotaeniae, a pla-
cental analogue in some fishes). There are three main
forms of placentation with regard to one of its most fun-
damental aspects, the functional morphology of the ma-
ternal-fetal interface: epitheliochorial placentation, which
involves proliferation of the trophoblast and uterine epi-
thelium with little or no invasiveness of the trophoblast
into maternal tissue; endotheliochorial placentation,
whereby the trophoblast invades maternal tissue but does
not penetrate into the bloodstream; and hemochorial plac-
entation, in which the trophoblast invades far enough for
the developing placenta to gain direct access to maternal
blood (e.g., Luckett 1976b; Mossman 1987; King 1992).
Hemochorial placentation entails the greatest opportuni-
ties for offspring to manipulate the mother toward in-
creased investment; offspring have direct access to mater-
nal nutrients in the blood, they may release compounds
into her bloodstream, and they can distinguish between
maternal versus fetal sources of hormones and other sub-
stances, while mothers may remain ignorant of this im-
portant information (Haig 1991, 1993, 1999a; Kurz et al.
1999).

Hemochorial placentation has apparently originated at
least eight times in mammals, among flying lemurs, bats,
rodents and lagomorphs, primates, anteaters and arma-
dillos, hyraxes, tenrecs and elephant shrews, and hedge-
hogs (King 1992; Carter 2001); only in some rodents has
hemochorial placentation apparently been lost, given rise
to an endotheliochorial form (Mess 2003). Similarly, a
species of shark has evolved a unique form of hemochorial
placenta (Wourms 1993), the placentae of some reptiles
may approach (though not reach) the hemochorial state
(Luckett 1976b; Mossman 1987 p. 146; Blackburn 1993),
and some metatherians (e.g., bandicoots and fat-tailed
dunnarts) exhibit an invasive placenta that has evolved
convergently with that of eutherians (Luckett 1976b; Ren-
free 1983; Hayssen et al. 1985; Tyndale-Briscoe and Renfree
1987; Roberts and Breed 19944, 1994b; Zeller 1999). Black-
burn et al. (1985) comment on the “convergent trends
toward reduction of the distance between fetal and ma-
ternal bloodstreams in numerous placental groups” (see
also Wourms and Lombardi 1992), which ultimately re-
sults in hemochorial forms. Finally, Pijnenborg et al.
(1981) describe the convergent evolution, in rodents and
humans, of invasion into the maternal spiral arteries of
trophoblast cells, which modify the arteries such that blood
flow cannot be restricted (see also Haig 1993).

Carter (2001) remarks that in hemochorial forms, the
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“prime function of the trophoblast is to adapt maternal
circulation to the needs of the placenta and growing fetus.”
They stated that “the advantage of reducing the number
of layers in the interheme membrane is clearly great
enough for such adaptations to have been selected many
times.” But if such an advantage exists, presumably it
should be more common among mammals rather than
distributed so sporadically. By contrast, Mossman (1987,
pp- 152-153, 296) notes that there is no clear selective
advantage associated with variation in trophoblast inva-
siveness, and Pijnenborg et al. (1985) state that it is difficult
to attach any adaptive advantage to the differences among
the three forms of placentation. Leiser and Kaufmann
(1994) describe how neonatal/placental weight ratios are
uncorrelated with the number of tissue layers separating
maternal and fetal blood but are apparently associated with
the geometry of maternal-fetal blood flow interrelation-
ships; moreover, high daily fetal growth rates per placental
weight appear to require a relatively efficient placenta
(hemochorial or endotheliochorial). These findings sug-
gest that placental form influences aspects of fetal devel-
opment related to maternal input, although the ecological
disparities among the mammals with hemochorial plac-
entation argue against the presence of ecological correlates.

According to the viviparity conflict hypothesis, there
may indeed be no ecologically based selective difference
among the three placental forms. Thus, such differences
arise because only in some lineages have fetuses been able
to gain access to the maternal bloodstream; the current
outcomes of conflict vary among taxa, depending on dif-
ferences in physiological and morphological starting
points, sequences of mutational events, strengths of selec-
tion on the interacting parties, and the presence and form
of other adaptations. Consistent with this hypothesis, hem-
ochorial placentation is reached by quite different devel-
opmental pathways across these mammal groups (Carter
2001).

Rampant Diversification of Viviparity and Placentation

There is no other mammalian organ whose structure and func-
tion are so species diverse as those of the placenta. This is
curious since the “purpose” of the placenta, presumably, is
the same in all species. (Faber et al. 1992)

The viviparity conflict hypothesis implies antagonistic co-
evolution between parents and offspring in traits that in-
fluence prenatal investment. Thus, after microevolution
toward viviparity and matrotrophy has begun, these traits
are expected to evolve rapidly and in a manner that may
be difficult to predict from comparative or ecological data,
exhibiting similar evolutionary dynamics to those en-

FRIDAY MAR 05 2004 01:46 PM/40103/DER

ql3



PROOF 8 The American Naturalist

countered in other cases of antagonistic coevolution, such
as sexual conflict (Brown et al. 1997; Arnqvist and Rowe
2002; Rowe and Arnqvist 2002; Chapman et al. 2003) or
host-parasite interaction (Hughes 1991; Haraguchi and Sa-
saki 1996; Buckling and Rainey 2002). Although parent-
offspring strife is constrained by genetic relatedness, it
should nonetheless generate high diversity in morpholog-
ical, physiological, developmental, and genetic aspects of
reproductive mode.

Forms of viviparity itself exhibit notable diversity within
eutherian mammals (Rothchild 2003), squamate reptiles
(Blackburn 1993), caecilians (Laurin et al. 2000), other
amphibians (Wake 1977; Wake and Dickie 1998), and
fishes (Wourms 1977, 1981; Wourms et al. 1988; Com-
pagno 1990; Wourms and Lombardi 1992; Hamlett and
Hysell 1998; Hamlett 1999). Such diversity extends across
all taxonomic levels because closely related species, pop-
ulations, or individuals within populations often differ
substantially in fundamental aspects of reproductive mode
(e.g., Guillette 1981; Packard et al. 1989; Blackburn 1992,
1993, 1995, 19984a; Heap 1994; Pinella and Laurent 1996;
Meisner and Burns 1997; Smith and Shine 1997; Trexler
1997; Fairbairn et al. 1998; Stewart and Thompson 2000;
Swain and Jones 2000; Thompson et al. 2000; Smith et al.
2001; Reznick et al. 2002).

Although the basic hormones involved in regulation of
reproductive processes are highly conserved among ver-
tebrates, the sources, functions, and targets of these hor-
mones differ strikingly among taxa, sometimes between
closely related species. Thus, Bliim (1986), Callard et al.
(1992), Cross et al. (1994), and Roberts et al. (1999) de-
scribe the wide range of hormonal mechanisms vertebrate
embryos use to help maintain pregnancy. Rothchild (1981)
noted how among species of mammals, the regulation of
preovulatory follicles has remained conservative, while the
regulatory mechanisms for postovulatry follicles (after ma-
ternal-fetal conflict has begun; Haig 1993) differ widely.
Guillette (1989) describes some of the profound differ-
ences among humans, pigs, and sheep in the chemical
signals used for recognition of pregnancy (see also Freyer
et al. 2003), and Heap (1994) describes how mammal
species are remarkably dissimilar in the mechanisms
whereby immunological rejection of the conceptus is
achieved. Haig (1993) and Stewart and Allen (1995) de-
scribe the convergent evolution of chorionic gonadotro-
pins in primates and horses, and Forsyth (1994) describes
the convergent evolution of placental lactogens, which are
involved in diversion of nutrients to the fetus, in primates,
rodents, and ruminants. Finally, Amoroso (1981), Heap
(1994), Meyer (1994), and Blackburn (2000) describe no-
table variation in the sources, levels, and profiles of pro-
gesterone during gestation; for example, progesterone ap-
pears to regulate reproduction differently even among

closely related snakes in garter snakes (Highfill and Mead
1975; Whittier et al. 1987; also see Bonnet et al. 2001).
These patterns imply strong divergent and convergent se-
lection on the production levels, targets, and functions of
reproductive hormones involved in maternal-fetal inter-
action (see also Haig 1996b), which appears difficult to
attribute to ecological causes even though an absence of
evidence cannot be interpreted unambiguously as the
converse.

Trophoblasts of therian mammals differ profoundly
even among closely related species in the chemical signals
that they produce (Packard et al. 1989; Heap 1994); in
their expression sites for growth factors (Carter and Han
1999); in the presence, density, and form of their “giant
cells” (Mossman 1987, p. 298); and in their degree of
invasiveness into the uterine lining (Hughes 1974; Luckett
1976b; Pijnenborg et al. 1981, 1985; Heap 1994; Carter
2001; Allen et al. 2003; Freyer et al. 2003). Moreover, in
accordance with different resolutions of conflict over in-
vestment or ongoing conflict, the degree of invasiveness
is determined in diverse ways among taxa “by properties
of the trophoblast itself, by maternal factors such as de-
cidualization, by pregnancy-induced change of other uter-
ine tissues, and by maternal immune responses” (Pijnen-
borg et al. 1981).

The placenta exhibits greater interspecific variation in
morphology than does any other mammalian organ (e.g.,
Benirschke 1983; Mossman 1987; Faber et al. 1992; Leiser
and Kaufmann 1994). This remarkable variation among
species in the development, physiology, and morphology
of placentae has fascinated and puzzled biologists for more
than 50 yr (Mossman 1937, 1987, p. 150; Luckett 1976;
Renfree 1977; Pijnenborg et al. 1985; Stewart and Black-
burn 1988; Wourms et al. 1988; King 1992; Allen et al.
2003). The main source of such puzzlement is that the
physiological and morphological vicissitude of placenta-
based interactions is accompanied by simplicity of primary
function: transfer of nutrients (Faber et al. 1992). Much
of the variation in placental morphology is due to diversity
in the definitive forms of homologous or analogous struc-
tures, but much is also generated via heterochronic shifts
and the terminal addition of new stages (Luckett 1976b;
Wourms et al. 1988; Wourms 1993; Stewart and Thompson
1996, 2003; Allen et al. 2003), which provides an additional
dimension for diversification. Here, we propose that the
striking interspecific diversity of placental physiology and
morphology reflects a long evolutionary history of ma-
ternal-fetal conflict. Evaluating this hypothesis requires
consideration of the mechanisms of interaction at the ma-
ternal-fetal interface.
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Maternal-Fetal Antagonism at the Placental Interface

One reason why the placenta and placental signalling mole-
cules ... are evolving so quickly may be because the placenta
is the site of considerable genetic experimentation. If the re-
lationship between the mother and the conceptus possesses
elements of conflict, rather than being strictly nourishing, a
change in one side of the placenta will in all likelihood be
accompanied by a counter-move on the other side. (Roberts
et al. 1999)

Roberts et al. (1999) anticipate the viviparity conflict hy-
pothesis and one of the best means to test it: finding more
or less direct evidence of maternal-fetal antagonism man-
ifested in the genetics, physiology, and morphology of the
placenta, the uterus (or analogous structure), and the hor-
mones and other chemical factors that mediate their in-
teractions. The conflict hypothesis makes several predic-
tions regarding this fetal-maternal interface: the presence
of placental and maternal structures and functions that
reflect a tug-of-war of constrained reciprocal antagonism
(Haig 1993, 19964, 1996b, 19994), a positive association
between placental complexity and maternal investment,
higher interspecific variation in the placental traits that are
most closely related to resource transfer, and rapid evo-
lution and positive selection on placentally expressed genes
and maternally expressed genes that interact with the fetus.

Reciprocal maternal-fetal antagonism is manifested in
the first stage leading to placentation, association of the
trophoblast with the uterine lining. In mammals, increased
fetal (trophoblast) invasiveness has apparently been coun-
tered over evolutionary time by three responses: maternal
secretion of compounds to reduce its degree (Heap 1994),
which includes a stronger maternal immune response (Pi-
jnenborg et al. 1981; Leiser and Kaufmann 1994; Stewart
and Allen 1995); the evolution of more developed maternal
epithelial barriers (Pijnenborg et al. 1995); or the shedding
of overly invasive trophoblasts with the uterine lining (Pi-
jnenborg et al. 1981; Haig 1993, 19964; Finn 1998). More-
over, as described by Pijnenborg et al. (1985), pigs exhibit
noninvasive trophoblasts, but if a trophoblast is trans-
planted to an ectopic site, it invades maternal tissue, ex-
pressing cytolytic and phagocytic properties that are ap-
parently suppressed by the mother in normal pregnancies
(Pijnenborg et al. 1981). Similarly, a mouse trophoblast
(which is normally mildly invasive) invades uncontrollably
when transplanted to ectopic sites (see Cross et al. 1994).
These findings suggest that invasiveness reflects a tug-of-
war between mother and fetus, with adaptations on both
sides to restrain the other; this hypothesis can be evaluated
more directly by analyzing trophoblast invasiveness and
maternal responses in a species-level phylogenetic context.

Among eutherian and metatherian mammals studied to
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date, the trophoblast and developing placenta begin to
secrete hormones early in ontogeny. Some of these hor-
mones function as signals for maternal recognition of
pregnancy (e.g., Heap et al. 1981; Guillette 1989; Allen and
Stewart 2001), which may represent simple fetally derived
hormonal signals to the mother that a fetus is present,
serving to maintain the pregnancy but also perhaps func-
tioning as a test of embryo quality imposed by mothers
(i.e., ability to produce large amounts of gene product
quickly; Haig 1999a). In either case, the developing con-
ceptus should be under strong selection to manipulate the
mother, given any degree of conflict over whether a par-
ticular incipient pregnancy will proceed and how much
will be invested in the fetus. Such conflict apparently un-
derlies the evolution and function of equine chorionic
gonadotropin, which is produced in large quantities by a
placental structure (the endometrial cups) unique to
horses (Haig 1993; Stewart and Allen 1995). This hor-
mone, which appears to be produced by a paternally im-
printed gene (Allen et al. 1993; Lennard et al. 1995), ex-
hibits low binding affinity to its maternal receptors, and
analysis of experimental hybrid pregnancies between
horses and donkeys provides evidence that the maternal
receptors of horses have evolved to become recalcitrant to
this fetal hormone to prevent overstimulation of the ova-
ries (Haig 1993; Stewart and Allen 1995). Moreover, anal-
yses of hybrid and normal pregnancies show that equine
chorionic gonadotropin is not essential for the completion
of development, though its absence is associated with in-
adequate placentation and high levels of abortion (Stewart
and Allen 1995; Allen 2001; Allen and Stewart 2001); the
analyses also show that the development of the endome-
trial cups depends in part on the genotype of the uterus
(Allen et al. 1993; Allen and Stewart 2001), suggesting that
the mother has evolved some degree of control over their
growth and that the mother’s immune system destroys the
endometrial cups about a month after they are formed
(Allen 2001). During the second half of gestation, the horse
fetus also undergoes a massive, temporary enlargement of
the gonads, which produce large quantities of oestrogens;
as with equine chorionic gonadotropin, production of this
hormone by the fetus is not essential for development.
However, fetuses with their gonads removed developed
into smaller foals, apparently as a result of reduced uter-
oplacental blood flow (Allen 2001; Allen and Stewart
2001).

Haig (1993, 1996b) presents evidence from human preg-
nancy that antagonistic coevolution may explain the re-
markably high levels of some products secreted by the
placenta, the secretion by the placenta of some of the same
hormones that mothers are also producing (thereby mask-
ing the source of the secretions), and the production of
gene products that are rapidly inactivated by the mother.
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Moreover, Painter et al. (2002) found that the placenta
buffers the effects of experimental variation in maternal
steroid concentration in a viviparous reptile and that ma-
ternal hormones may inhibit placental hormone secretion.
These results hint at the presence of antagonistic inter-
actions whereby each party can undermine the endocrine
production strategies of the other. This evidence from
horses, humans, and a reptile suggests that the evolution
of endocrine hormone production has involved consid-
erable conflict between mothers and fetuses, which can be
resolved in diverse ways.

By our hypothesis, the striking interspecific variation in
placental morphology (reviewed for mammals in Moss-
man 1987) also reflects the outcomes of maternal-fetal
conflict over investment (see also Kurz et al. 1999; Zechner
et al. 2004). Presently, our clearest prediction is that the
placental traits that vary most among taxa will be those
most closely associated with control over nutrient transfer
because on these traits antagonistic selection has been
strongest. The many origins among mammals of hemo-
chorial placentation concord with this prediction, as does
the presence of unique structures such as the equine en-
dometrial cups. Moreover, among placental skinks, there
is a positive association between placental complexity
(which may reflect adaptations for conflict) and the extent
of nutrient transfer (Thompson et al. 2000, 2002). How-
ever, this prediction is difficult to test because the func-
tional morphology of placentation has been analyzed in
sufficient detail to ascribe adaptive significance to taxon-
specific placental structures in only a few taxa: humans
(Haig 1993, 1999a), mice (Rossant and Cross 2001), horses
(Allen 2001; Allen and Stewart 2001), and some other farm
animals (Allen et al. 2003). Indeed, the byzantine com-
plexity and puzzling details of placental development in
humans and horses, two of the best-studied species, sug-
gest that robust comparative analyses of the adaptive sig-
nificance of variation in placental phenotypes must await
further study directed toward clades such as primates, ro-
dents, and artiodactyls, where much of the descriptive
groundwork has already been laid.

Maternal-fetal conflict may also be expressed in the de-
velopment of new fetal structures, some of which are anal-
ogous to the placenta. Thus, the appendiculae of some
placental sharks, outgrowths of the umbilical cord that
appear to function as an additional, secondary placenta
(Wourms et al. 1988; Hamlett 1989, 1990, 1999; Wourms
and Lombardi 1992; Lombardi et al. 1993; Wourms 1993),
may also represent an effect of maternal-fetal coevolution
if they originated in response to maternal limitations im-
posed on the original placental interface (Southwell and
Prasad 1919). Appendiculae appear to have a secretory
role in some species (Hamlett 1989, 1990, 1999), which
the viviparity conflict hypothesis predicts will involve ma-

nipulation of the mother to increase nutrient provision
(e.g., Haig 1996b). They also exhibit striking morpholog-
ical diversity among species, and in at least one shark
genus, they are present in some species but not others
(Hamlett 1989). Some placental structures of therian
mammals that may be comparable to appendiculae in ap-
parently facilitating absorption of nutrients include “in-
verted yolk sacs, hematomes, areolae, arcade networks, and
marginal folds of chorioallantois around the placentomes”
(Mossman 1987, p. 297); these structures also vary notably
among mammalian groups in their presence and forms
(see also Allen 2001 on multiple sources of nutrient trans-
fer in horses). By our hypothesis, some or all of these
structures evolved in the context of offspring under strong
selection to develop new routes for increased maternal
investment. Similarly, the functional redundancy of diverse
biochemical factors involved in mammalian implantation
(Vigano et al. 2003) may reflect recruitment of new mech-
anisms for trophoblasts to successfully invade the uterine
lining.

At the molecular level, numerous genes involved in
mammalian maternal-fetal interactions evolve especially
rapidly (Haig 1993; Chun et al. 1999; Roberts et al. 1999;
Wallis 2000; Sol-Church et al. 2002; see also Kurz et al.
1999). However, imprinted genes analyzed thus far show
no evidence of antagonistic coevolution (McVean and
Hurst 1997; but see Paldi 2003; Verona et al. 2003), perhaps
because they fulfill essential functions in contexts other
than fetal development (Rossant and Cross 2001; Cross et
al. 2003). Antagonistic coevolution may also be responsible
for the strong positive selection detected in the evolution
of numerous placentally expressed genes (Ohta 1993; Wal-
lis 1993; Hurst 1994; Maiti et al. 1996; Xie et al. 1997;
Garbayo et al. 2000; Hughes et al. 2000; Maston and Ru-
vulo 2002; Zhang and Rosenberg 2002; Zhang et al. 2002),
dramatic escalations in rate of change of maternal hor-
mones associated with the origins of placental hormones
(Wallis 1981, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1997, 2000; Lioupis et al.
1997; Wallis et al. 2001), and the co-option of endogenous
retroviruses for regulating the placental expression of genes
involved in immunosuppression and trophoblast inva-
siveness (Harris 1998; Bieche et al. 2003). Joint analysis
of such molecular evolutionary changes with the evolution
of placental and maternal endocrine regulation and pla-
cental morphology may be especially useful for under-
standing how placental traits originate and evolve. Such
analyses should also yield implications for human health
and reproduction because miscarriages are frequently
caused by disruptions of placental development (e.g., Ros-
sant and Cross 2001), because trophoblast invasion of the
uterine wall provides useful models for understanding im-
munology and carcinogenesis (e.g., Ohlsson 1989; Barnea
and Brusato 2000), because parent-offspring and intra-
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genomic conflict apparently favor the evolution of alleles
that promote cancer (Summers et al. 2002), and because
adult health increasingly appears to be programmed by
the environment and epigenetics of fetal development
(e.g., Godfrey 2002).

Considered together, the evidence from studies of im-
plantation, hormone production, placental structure, evo-
lution of accessory structures for matrotrophic exchange,
and molecular evolution suggest that maternal-fetal arms
races may be widespread, at least in elasmobranchs and
placental vertebrates. Analysis of how and why these are
resolved or continue unabated remains a challenge for
future work.

Alternative Hypotheses

Tentatively, the most reasonable general hypothesis (for the
evolution of placental diversity) seems to me to be that the
genotypes of each group differently limit the directions evo-
lution can take. (Mossman 1987, p. 293)

The diverse forms of viviparity and placentation may also
represent multiple adaptive peaks structured by ecological
selective pressures in the context of different morpholog-
ical and physiological starting points. Testing this hypoth-
esis requires drawing comparative connections between
aspects of ecology and the physiological details of repro-
ductive mode. Similarly, the role of disparate physiological
and morphological evolutionary starting points for the
evolution of viviparity among the major vertebrate groups
in generating diversity requires further study. The amniote
egg is, however, fundamentally similar among vertebrates
(e.g, Luckett 1976b; Mossman 1987), and the profound
differences in reproductive physiology between closely re-
lated or conspecific forms argue strongly against the pri-
macy of diverse starting points in producing adaptively
similar but diverse extant forms. Indeed, the problem of
matrotrophic viviparity appears to be considerably more
complex than efficient nutrient transfer to developing off-
spring; to the extent that the viviparity conflict hypothesis
holds true, the reproductive strategies of mothers and off-
spring are mutually problematic because physiological ef-
ficiency serves as both a constraint on conflict and a se-
lective pressure itself.

Further evaluation of the viviparity conflict hypothesis,
in relation to alternatives, may best proceed along several
fronts. First, Haigian analyses of physiological mechanisms
of maternal-fetal interaction and genomic imprinting ef-
fects in nonhuman mammals and other viviparous ver-
tebrates (Haig 1993; Haig and Trivers 1995) would dem-
onstrate the generality of conflict. Such studies would be
especially useful in species that are presumed or inferred
to be plesiotypic for their forms of viviparity or placen-
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tation because they would show the potential role of con-
flict in the early stages of transition between reproductive
modes. Second, the fetal-maternal arms race hypothesis
requires phylogenetically based tests, which would most
directly demonstrate effects of antagonistic coevolution. A
phylogenetic perspective on the evolution of the placenta
is already available (Luckett 19764, 1976b, 1993; Mossman
1987; Carter 2001; see also Thompson et al. 2002; Mess
et al. 2003) and may serve as a template for such analyses.
However, the high diversity of placental traits urges cau-
tion in the use of such traits to infer phylogenies them-
selves (e.g., Luckett 1976a; Mossman 1987) and in the use
of animal models for understanding human placentation
(e.g., Faber et al. 1992; Rossant and Cross 2001). Third,
given that conflict over reproductive mode may affect evo-
lutionary trajectories, it may have important macroevo-
lutionary consequences. For example, might metatherians
have evolved in the context of mothers winning in most
aspects of conflict over control of investment via short
gestation and long lactation (Hayssen et al. 1985; Renfree
1977, 1983)2 Did the allantois itself originate in viviparous
forms as a result of the evolution of this reproductive mode
(Mossman 1987, pp. 118, 124-126)? Given that fetal mem-
branes and placental structure are relatively uniform
within mammalian families but extremely different among
them (Mossman 1987, p. 122, 288-290), might they be
involved in the origin of higher mammalian taxa? Fourth,
Zeh and Zeh (2000) provide evidence that viviparity-in-
duced conflicts have led to accelerated speciation in mam-
mals via rapid divergence of traits involved in maternal-
fetal interactions (see also Wilda et al. 2000); are viviparous
clades of vertebrates more or less speciose than their ovip-
arous sister taxa (Slowinski and Guyer 1994)? Finally, tests
for ecological differences between closely related species
or populations that differ in aspects of viviparity, matro-
trophy, and placentation may reveal unforseen adaptive
linkages or evidence that the differences reflect divergent
outcomes of conflict. Given that antagonistic coevolution
is expected in the evolution of traits related to viviparity
and matrotrophy, analyses of their adaptive significance
may often be misled by genetic conflict in the guise of
ecological maladaptation. Moreover, changes in repro-
ductive mode as a result of maternal-fetal conflict may
also affect the ecology of a species (J. Reynolds, personal
communication) such that differentiating causes from ef-
fects becomes difficult.

Our main goal has been to provide a new perspective
on the diversification of vertebrate reproductive modes.
Most generally, we have shown that analysis of reproduc-
tive mode provides a novel opportunity for analysis of
how conflicts are resolved or ongoing between parties that
are mutually dependent (e.g., Crespi 1992; Brown et al.
1997; Choe and Crespi 1997). Our perspective should
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compel evolutionary ecologists to incorporate physiolog-
ical mechanism more deeply into analyses of selection on
reproductive ecology (e.g., Shine and Guillette 1988; Shine
1995; Blackburn 2000), and physiologists should likewise
entertain the possibility that mechanisms represent more
or less maladaptive compromises rather than manifesta-
tions of optimized function subject to the particularities
of constraint. The forms of traits associated with viviparity,
matrotrophy, and placentation should be largely adaptive,
but the question becomes not just how but also for whom.

Acknowledgments

We are grateful to D. Haig, J. Joy, D. Lank, M. Loeb, P.
Nosil, J. Reynolds, R. Shine, J. Stewart, R. Trivers, T. Wil-
liams, K. Young, and D. Zeh for helpful discussions and
comments, and we thank the Natural Sciences and En-
gineering Research Council of Canada for financial
support.

Literature Cited

Allen, W. R,, J. A. Skidmore, F. Stewart, and D. F. Antczak.
1993. Effects of fetal genotype and uterine environment
on placental development in equids. Journal of Repro-
duction and Fertility 97:55-60.

Allen, W. R., A. M. Carter, P. Chavatte-Palmer, V. Dantzer,
A. C. Enders, C. Freyer, R. Leiser, and M. A. Miglino.
2003. Comparative placentation: a workshop report.
Placenta 24(suppl.)17:5S100-S103.

Allen, W. R. (Twink). 2001. Fetomaternal interactions and
influences during equine pregnancy. Reproduction 121:
513-527.

Amoroso, E. C. 1981. Viviparity. Pages 3-25 in S. R. Glasser
and D. W. Bullock, eds. Cellular and molecular aspects
of implantation. Plenum, New York.

Arcuri, F, S. Sestini, L. Paulesu, L. Bracci, A. Carducci, F.
Manzoni, C. Cardone, and M. Cintorino. 1998. 118-
hydroxsteroid dehydrogenase expression in the first tri-
mester human trophoblasts. Molecular and Cellular En-
docrinology 141:13-20.

Arcuri, F, M. Cintorino, R. Vatti, A. Carducci, S. Liber-
atori, and L. Paulesu. 1999. Expression of macrophage
migration inhibitory factor transcript and protein by
first-trimester human trophoblasts. Biology of Repro-
duction 60:1299-1303.

Arngvist, G., and L. Rowe. 2002. Antagonistic coevolution
between the sexes in a group of insects. Nature 415:
787-789.

Badet, M. T. 1984. Specific and non-specific immunosup-
pressive factors in salamander pregnancy serum. Journal
of Reproductive Immunology 6:299-311.

Baker, R. J., K. D. Makova, and R. K. Chesser. 1999. Mi-
crosatellites indicate a high frequency of multiple pa-

ternity in Apodemus (Rodentia). Molecular Ecology 8:
107-111.

Barnea, E. R., and C. A. Brusato. 2000. Evolution of feto-
placental unit. Early Pregnancy 4:82-89.

Bartolomei, M. S., and S. M. Tilghman. 1997. Genomic
imprinting in mammals. Annual Review of Genetics 31:
493-525.

Baur, B. 1992. Cannibalism in gastropods. Pages 102-127
in M. A. Elgar and B. J. Crespi, eds. Cannibalism: ecol-
ogy and evolution among diverse taxa. Oxford Science,
Oxford.

Benirschke, K. 1983. Placentation. Journal of Experimental
Zoology 228:385-389.

Bieche, 1., A. Laurent, I. Laurendeau, L. Duret, Y. Gio-
vangrandi, J.-L. Frendo, M. Olivi, ]J.-L. Frausser, D. Ev-
ian-Brion, and M. Vidaud. 2003. Placenta-specific
INSL4 expression is mediated by a human endogenous
retrovirus element. Biology of Reproduction 68:1422—
1429.

Birkhead, T. R., and G. A. Parker. 1997. Sperm competition
and mating systems. Pages 121-145 in J. R. Krebs and
N. B. Davies, eds. Behavioural ecology: an evolutionary
approach. 4th ed. Blackwell Scientific, Oxford.

Blackburn, D. G. 1982. Evolutionary origins of viviparity
in the Reptilia. I. Sauria. Amphibia-Reptilia 3:185-205.

. 1992. Convergent evolution of viviparity, matro-

trophy, and specializations for fetal nutrition in reptiles

and other vertebrates. American Zoolologist 32:313—

321.

. 1993. Chorioallantoic placentation in squamate
reptiles: structure, function, development and evolution.
Journal of Experimental Zoology 266:414—430.

. 1995. Saltationist and punctuated equilibrium
models for the evolution of viviparity and placentation.
Journal of Theoretical Biology 174:199-216.

. 1998a. Reconstructing the evolution of viviparity
and placentation. Journal of Theoretical Biology 192:
183-190.

. 1998b. Structure, function, and evolution of the
oviducts of squamante reptiles, with special reference to
viviparity and placentation. Journal of Experimental Zo-
ology 282:560—617.

. 1999a. Are viviparity and egg-guarding evolu-
tionary labile in squamates? Herpetologica 55:556-573.
. 19990b. Placenta and placental analogs in reptiles
and amphibians. Pages 840-847 in E. Knobil and J. D.
Neill, eds. Encyclopedia of reproduction. Vol. 3. Aca-
demic Press, San Diego, Calif.

. 1999c. Viviparity and oviparity: evolution and re-
productive strategies. Pages 994—1003 in E. Knobil and
J. D. Neill, eds. Encyclopedia of reproduction. Vol. 3.
Academic Press, San Diego, Calif.

. 2000. Reptilian viviparity: past research, future

FRIDAY MAR 05 2004 01:46 PM/40103/DER



directions, and appropriate models. Comparative Bio-
chemistry and Physiology A 127:391-409.

Blackburn, D. G., L. J. Vitt, and C. A. Beuchat. 1984.
Eutherian-like reproductive specializations in a vivipa-
rous reptile. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the USA 81:4860—4863.

Blackburn, D. G., H. E. Evans, and L. J. Vitt. 1985. The
evolution of fetal nutritional adaptations. Pages 437—
439 in H. R. Duncker and G. Fleischer, eds. Vertebrate
morphology. Gustav Fischer, Stuttgart.

Bliim, V. 1986. Vertebrate reproduction. Springer, Berlin.

Bonnet, X., G. Naulleau, D. Bradshaw, and R. Shine. 2001.
Changes in plasma progesterone in relation to vitello-
genesis and gestation in the vivparous snake Vipera
aspis. General and Comparative Endocrinology 121:84—
94.

Brown, W. D., B. J. Crespi, and J. C. Choe. 1997. Sexual
conflict and the evolution of mating systems. Pages 352—
377 in J. Choe and B. Crespi, eds. Evolution of mating
systems in insects and arachnids. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge.

Buckling, A., and P. B. Rainey. 2002. Antagonistic coevo-
lution between a bacterium and a bacteriophage. Pro-
ceedings of the Royal Society of London B 269:931-936.

Bull, J., and E. Charnov. 1985. On irreversible evolution.
Evolution 39:1149-1155.

Callard, I. P, and T. J. Koob. 1993. Endocrine regulation
of the elasmobranch reproductive tract. Journal of Ex-
perimental Zoology 266:368—-377.

Callard, 1. P, L. A. Fileti, L. E. Perez, L. A. Sorbera, G.
Giannoukos, L. L. Klosterman, P. Tsang, and J. A.
McCracken. 1992. Role of the corpus luteum and pro-
gesterone in the evolution of vertebrate viviparity.
American Zoologist 32:264-275.

Callard, I. P, L. A. Fileti, and T. J. Koob. 1993. Ovarian
steroid synthesis and the hormonal control of the elas-
mobranch reproductive tract. Environmental Biology of
Fishes 38:175-185.

Carter, A. M. 2001. Evolution of the placenta and fetal
membranes seen in light of molecular phylogenetics.
Placenta 22:800-807.

Carter, A. M., and V. K. M. Han. 1999. Expression of IGF
and IGFBP messenger RNA’s in placenta: comparative
aspects. Growth Hormone and IGF Research 9:746.

Chapman, T., G. Arnqvist, J. Bangham, and L. Rose. 2003.
Sexual conflict. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 18:41—
47.

Chateaureynaud, P., M. T. Badet, and G. A. Voisin. 1979.
Antagonistic maternal immune reactions (rejection and
facilitation) to the embryo in the urodele amphibian
Salamandra salamandra. Journal of Reproductive Im-
munology 1:47-60.

Choe, J. C., and B. J. Crespi. 1997. The evolution of social

Maternal-Fetal Conflict  PROOF 13

behavior in insects and arachnids. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge.

Chun, J.-Y., Y.-J. Han, and K.-Y. Ahn. 1999. PSX ho-
meobox gene is X-linked and specifically expressed in
trophoblast cells of mouse placenta. Developmental Dy-
namics 216:257-266.

Clemens, M. J. 1991. Cytokines. BIOS Scientific, Oxford.

Clutton-Brock, T. H. 1991. The evolution of parental care.
Princeton University Press, Princeton, N.J.

Compagno, L. J. V. 1990. Alternative life-history styles of
cartilaginous fishes in time and space. Environmental
Biology of Fishes 28:33-75.

Crespi, B. J. 1989. Facultative viviparity in a thrips. Nature
337:357-358.

. 1992. Cannibalism and trophic eggs in subsocial
and eusocial insects. Pages 176-213 in M. Elgar and B.
J. Crespi, eds. Cannibalism: ecology and evolution
among diverse taxa. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Cross, J. C., Z. Werb, and S. J. Fisher. 1994. Implantation
and the placenta: key pieces of the development puzzle.
Science 266:1508—1518.

Cross, J. C., D. Baczyk, N. Dobric, M. Hemberger, M.
Hughes, D. G. Simmons, H. Yamamoto, and J. C. P.
Kingdom. 2003. Genes, development and evolution of
the placenta. Placenta 24:123-130.

de Fraipont, M., J. Clobert, and R. Barbault. 1996. The
evolution of oviparity with egg guarding and viviparity
in lizards and snakes: a phylogenetic analysis. Evolution
50:391-400.

de Fraipont, M., J. Clobert, S. Meylan, and R. Barbault.
1999. On the evolution of viviparity and egg guarding
in squamate reptiles: a reply to R. Shine and M. S. Y.
Lee. Herpetologica 55:550-555.

Douady, C. J., M Dosay, M. S. Shivji, and M. J. Stanhope.
2003. Molecular phylogenetic evidence refuting the hy-
pothesis of Batoidea (rays and skates) as derived sharks.
Molecular Phylogenetics and Evolution 26:215-221.

Dulvy, N. K. 1998. Life histories and conservation of
sharks. Ph.D. thesis. University of East Anglia, Norwich.

Dulvy, N. K., and J. D. Reynolds. 1997. Evolutionary tran-
sitions among egg-laying, live-bearing and maternal in-
puts in sharks and rays. Proceedings of the Royal Society
of London B 264:1309-1315.

Eberhard, W. G. 1996. Female control: sexual selection by
cryptic female choice. Princeton University Press,
Princeton, N.J.

Faber, J. J., K. L. Thornburg, and N. D. Binder. 1992.
Physiology of placental transfer in mammals. American
Zoologist 32:343-354.

Fairbairn, J., R. Shine, C. Moritz, and M. Frommer. 1998.
Phylogenetic relationships between oviparous and vi-
viparous populations of an Australian lizard (Lerista

FRIDAY MAR 05 2004 01:46 PM/40103/DER



PROOF 14 The American Naturalist

bougainvillii, Scincidae). Molecular Phylogenetics and
Evolution 10:95-103.

Finn, C. A. 1998. Menstruation: a nonadaptive conse-
quence of uterine evolution. Quarterly Review of Bi-
ology 73:163-173.

Forsyth, I. A. 1994. Comparative aspects of placental lac-
togens: structure and function. Experimental and Clin-
ical Endocrinology 102:244-251.

Freyer, C., U. Zeller, and M. B. Renfree. 2003. The mar-
supial placenta: a phylogenetic analysis. Journal of Ex-
perimental Zoology 299A:59-77.

Garbayo, J. M., J. A. Green, M. Manikkam, ]J. E Beckers,
D. O. Kiesling, A. D. Ealy, and R. M. Roberts. 2000.
Caprine pregnancy-associated glycoproteins (PAG):
their cloning, expression and evolutionary relationship
to other PAG. Molecular Reproduction and Develop-
ment 57:311-322.

Garner, T. W. J., P. T. Gregory, G. FE. McCracken, G. M.
Burghardt, B. E. Koop, S. E. McLain, and R. J. Nelson.
2002. Geographic variation in multiple paternity in the
common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis). Copeia
2002:15-23.

Gilmore, R. G. 1993. Reproductive biology of lamnoid
sharks. Environmental Biology of Fishes 38:95-114.
Godfray, H. C. J. 1995. Evolutionary theory of parent-

offspring conflict. Nature 376:133-138.

Godfray, H. C. J., and G. A. Parker. 1991. Clutch size,
fecundity and parent-offspring conflict. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society of London B 332:67-
79.

. 1992. Sibling competition, parent-offspring con-
flict and clutch size. Animal Behaviour 43:473—-490.
Godfrey, K. M. 2002. The role of the placenta in fetal
programming: a review. Placenta 2(suppl.):520-S27.
Goodwin, N. B,, N. K. Dulvy, and J. D. Reynolds. 2002.
Life-history correlates of the evolution of live bearing
in fishes. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society

of London B 357:259-267.

Guarino, F. M., L. Paulesu, A. Cardone, L. Bellini, G. Ghi-
ara, and F Angelini. 1998. Endocrine activity of the
corpus luteum and placenta during pregnancy in Chal-
cides chalcides (Reptilia, Squamata). General and Com-
parative Endocrinology 111:261-270.

Guex, G.-D., and P. S. Chen. 1986. Epitheliophagy: intra-
uterine cell nourishment in the viviparous alpine sala-
mander Salamandra atra (Laur.). Experientia 42:1205—
1218.

Guillette, L. J., Jr. 1981. On the occurrence of oviparous
and viviparous forms of the Mexican lizard Sceloporus
aeneus. Herpetologica 37:11-15.

. 1987. The evolution of viviparity in fishes, am-

phibians and reptiles: an endocrine approach. Pages

523-562 in D. O. Norris and R. E. Jones, eds. Hormones

and reproduction in fishes, amphibians, and reptiles.

Plenum, New York.

. 1989. The evolution of vertebrate viviparity: mor-

phological modifications and endocrine control. Pages

219-233 in D. B. Wake, and G. Roth, eds. Complex

organismal functions: integration and evolution in ver-

tebrates. Wiley, Chichester.

. 1991. The evolution of viviparity in amniote ver-

tebrates: new insights, new questions. Journal of Zo-

ology 223:521-526.

. 1992. Morphology of the reproductive tract in a
lizard exhibiting incipient viviparity (Sphenomorphus
fragilis) and its implications for the evolution of the
reptilian placenta. Journal of Morphology 212:163-173.

Haig, D. 1993. Genetic conflicts in human pregnancy.
Quarterly Review of Biology 68:495-532.

. 1996a. Altercation of generations: genetic conflicts

of pregnancy. American Journal of Reproductive Im-

munology 35:226-232.

. 1996b. Placental hormones, genomic imprinting,

and maternal-fetal communication. Journal of Evolu-

tionary Biology 9:357-380.

. 1997. Parental antagonism, relatedness asym-

metries, and genomic imprinting. Proceedings of the

Royal Society of London B 264:1657-1662.

. 19994. Genetic conflicts of pregnancy and child-

hood. Pages 77-90 in S. C. Stearns, ed. Evolution in

health and disease. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

. 1999b. Multiple paternity and genomic imprint-

ing. Genetics 151:1229-1231.

. 2000. The kinship theory of genomic imprinting.
Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 31:9-32.
Haig, D., and R. L. Trivers. 1995. The evolution of parental
imprinting: a review of hypotheses. Pages 17-28 in R.
Ohlsson, K. Hall, and M Ritzen, eds. Genomic imprint-
ing: causes and consequences. Cambridge University

Press, Cambridge.

Haig, D., and M. Westoby. 1989. Parent-specific gene ex-
pression and the triploid endosperm. American Natu-
ralist 134:147-155.

Hamlett, W. C. 1989. Evolution and morphogenesis of the
placenta in sharks. Journal of Experimental Biology
2(suppl.):35-52.

. 1990. Elasmobranch species as models for studies

of placental viviparity and its endocrine regulation.

Journal of Experimental Zoology 4(suppl.):129-131.

. 1999. Placental and placental analogs in elas-
mobranchs. Pages 197-206 in E. Knobil and J. D. Neill,
eds. Encyclopedia of reproduction. Vol. 3. Academic
Press, San Diego, Calif.

Hamlett, W. C., and M. K. Hysell. 1998. Uterine special-
izations in elasmobranchs. Journal of Experimental Zo-
ology 282:438-459.

FRIDAY MAR 05 2004 01:46 PM/40103/DER

q25



Haraguchi, Y., and A. Sasaki. 1996. Host-parasite arms race
in mutation modifications-indefinite escalation despite
a heavy load? Journal of Theoretical Biology 183:121—
137.

Harris, J. R. 1998. Placental endogenous retrovirus (ERV):
structural, functional and evolutionary significance.
Bioessays 20:307-316.

Hayssen, V., R. C. Lacy, and P. J. Parker. 1985. Metatherian
reproduction: transitional or transcending? American
Naturalist 126:617-632.

Heap, R. B. 1994. Paracrine and autocrine functions of
the placenta: a key to the success of viviparity? Exper-
imental and Clinical Endocrinology 102:262-268.

Heap, R. B., A. P. E. Flint, and J. E. Gadsby. 1981. Em-
bryonic signals and maternal recognition. Pages 311—
326 in S. R. Glasser and D. W. Bullock, eds. Cellular
and molecular aspects of implantation. Plenum, New
York.

Heulin, B., K. Osenegg, and D. Michel. 1994. Egg survival
and incubation in two oviparous populations of Lacerta
vivipara. Amphibia-Reptilia 15:199-219.

Highfill, D. R,, and R. A. Mead. 1975. Sources and levels
of progesterone during pregnancy in the garter snake,
Thamnophis elegans. General and Comparative Endo-
crinology 27:389-400.

Hughes, A. L. 1991. Circumsporozoite protein genes of
malaria parasites (Plasmodium spp.): evidence for pos-
itive selection on immunogenic regions. Genetics 127:
345-353.

Hughes, A. L., J. A. Green, J. M. Garbayo, and R. M.
Roberts. 2000. Adaptive diversification within a large
family of recently duplicated, placentally expressed
genes. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
of the USA 97:3319-3323.

Hughes, R. L. 1974. Morphological studies on implanta-
tion in marsupials. Journal of Reproduction and Fer-
tility 39:173-186.

Hurst, L. D. 1994. Embryonic growth and the evolution
of the mammalian Y chromosome. II. Suppression of
selfish Y-linked growth factors may explain escape from
X-inactivation and rapid evolution of Sry. Heredity 73:
233-243.

Jennions, M. D., and M. Petrie. 2000. Why do females
mate multiply? a review of the genetic benefits. Biolog-
ical Reviews 75:21-64.

Jerez, A., and M. P. Ramirez-Pinilla. 2001. The allanto-
placenta of Mabuya mabouya (Sauria, Scincidae). Jour-
nal of Morphology 249:132-146.

Jones, C.J. P, C. Cateni, F. M. Guarino, and L. R. Paulesu.
2003. Glycosylation of the materno-foetal interface in
the pregnant viviparous placentotrophic lizard Chalcides
chalcides: a lectin histochemical study. Placenta 24:489—
500.

Maternal-Fetal Conflict  PROOF 15

King, B. E 1992. Comparative studies of structure and
function in mammalian placentas with special reference
to maternal-fetal transfer of iron. American Zoologist
32:331-342.

Koob, T. J., and I. P. Callard. 1999. Reproductive endo-
crinology of female elasmobranchs: lessons from the
little skate (Raja erinacea) and spiny dogfish (Squalus
acanthais). Journal of Experimental Zoology 284:557—
574.

Kurz, H., U. Zechner, A. Orth, and R. Fundele. 1999. Lack
of correlation between placenta and offspring size in
mouse interspecific crosses. Anatomy and Embryology
200:335-343.

Laurin, M., R. R. Reisz, and M. Girondot. 2000. Caecilian
viviparity and amniote origins: a reply to Wilkinson and
Nussbaum. Journal of Natural History 34:311-315.

Lee, M. S., and R. Shine. 1998. Reptilian viviparity and
Dollo’s Law. Evolution 52:1441-1450.

Leiser, R., and P. Kaufmann. 1994. Placental structure: in
a comparative aspect. Experimental and Clinical En-
docrinology 102:122-134.

Lennard, S. N, E. Stewart, and W. R. Allen. 1995. Insulin-
like growth factor II gene expression in the fetus and
placenta of the horse during the first half of gestation.
Journal of Reproduction and Fertility 103:169-179.

Lin, J., D. J. Toft, N. W. Bengtson, and D. I. H. Linzer.
2000. Placental prolactins and the physiology of preg-
nancy. Recent Progress in Hormone Research 55:37-52.

Lioupis, A., O. C. Wallis, and M. Wallis. 1997. Cloning
and characterisation of the gene encoding red deer (Cer-
vus elaphus) growth hormone: implications for the mo-
lecular evolution of growth hormone in artiodactyls.
Journal of Molecular Endocrinology 19:259-266.

Lombardi, J., K. B. Jones, C. A. Garrity, and T. Files. 1993.
Chemical composition of uterine fluid in four species
of viviparous sharks (Squalus acanthias, Carcharhinus
plumbeus, Mustelus canis and Rhizoprionodon terrae-
novae). Comparative Biochemistry and Physiology A
105:91-102.

Losos, J. B., T. R. Jackman, A. Larson, K. de Queiroz, and
L. Rodriguez-Schettino. 1998. Contingency and deter-
minism in replicated adaptive radiations of island liz-
ards. Science 279:2115-2118.

Low, B. 1978. Environmental uncertainty and the parental
strategies of marsupials and placentals. American Nat-
uralist 112:197-213.

Luckett, W. P. 19764. Cladistic relationships among pri-
mate higher categories: evidence of the fetal membranes
and placenta. Folia Primatologia 25:245-276.

. 1976b. Ontogeny of amniote fetal membranes and

their application to phylogeny. Pages 439-516 in M. K.

Hecht, P. C. Goody, and B. M. Hecht, eds. Major pat-

terns of vertebrate evolution. Plenum, New York.

FRIDAY MAR 05 2004 01:46 PM/40103/DER



PROOF 16 The American Naturalist

. 1993. Uses and limitations of mammalian fetal
membranes and placenta for phylogenetic reconstruc-
tion. Journal of Experimental Zoology 266:514-527.

Madsen, O., M. Scally, C. J. Douady, D. J. Kao, R. W.
DeBry, R. Adkins, H. M. Amrine, M. J. Stanhope, W.
W. de Jong, and M. S. Springer. 2001. Parallel adaptive
radiations in two major clades of placental mammals.
Nature 409:610-614.

Maiti, S., J. Doskow, K. Sutton, R. P. Nhim, D. A. Lawlor,
K. Levan, J. S. Lindsey, and M. E. Wilkinson. 1996. The
Pem homeobox gene: rapid evolution of the homeo-
domain, X chromosomal localization, and expression in
reproductive tissue. Genomics 34:304-316.

Maston, G. A., and M. Ruvulo. 2002. Chorionic gonad-
otropin has a recent origin within primates and an evo-
lutionary history of selection. Molecular Biology and
Evolution 19:320-325.

McVean, G. T., and L. D. Hurst. 1997. Molecular evolution
of imprinted genes: no evidence for antagonistic co-
evolution. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London
B 264:739-746.

Meisner, A. D., and J. R. Burns. 1997. Viviparity in the
halfbeak genera Dermogenys and Nomorhamphus (Tel-
eostei: Hemiramphidae). Journal of Morphology 234:
295-317.

Mess, A. 2003. Evolutionary transformations of chorio-
allantoic placental characters in Rodentia with special
reference to hystricognath species. Journal of Experi-
mental Zoology 299A:78-98.

Mess, A., D. G. Blackburn, and U. Zeller. 2003. Evolu-
tionary transformations of fetal membranes and repro-
ductive strategies. Journal of Experimental Zoology
299A:3-12.

Meyer, A., and C. Lydeard. 1993. The evolution of cop-
ulatory organs, internal fertilization, placentae and vi-
viparity in killifishes (Cyprinodontiformes) inferred
from a DNA phylogeny of the tyrosine kinase gene X-
src. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London B 254:
153-162.

Meyer, H. H. D. 1994. Luteal versus placental progester-
one: the situation in the cow, pig and bitch. Experi-
mental and Clinical Endocrinology 102:190-192.

Mock, D. W,, and G. A. Parker. 1997. The evolution of
sibling rivalry. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Moore, T., and D. Haig. 1991. Genomic imprinting in
mammalian development: a parental tug-of-war. Trends
in Genetics 7:45—49.

Mossman, H. W. 1937. Comparative morphogenesis of the
fetal membranes and accessory uterine structures. Car-
negie Institute Contributions in Embryology 26:129—
246.

. 1987. Vertebrate fetal membranes. Rutgers Uni-
versity Press, New Brunswick, N.J.

Nosil, P, Crespi, B. J., and C. P. Sandoval. 2002. Host-
plant adaptation drives the parallel evolution of repro-
ductive isolation. Nature 417:440—443.

Ohlsson, R. 1989. Growth factors, protooncogenes and
human placental development. Cell Differentiation and
Development 28:1-16.

Ohta, T. 1993. Pattern of nucleotide substitutions in
growth hormone-prolactin gene family: a paradigm for
evolution by gene duplication. Genetics 134:1271-1276.

O’Neill, M. J.,, R. S. Ingram, P. B. Vrna, and S. M. Tilgh-
man. 2000. Allelic expression of IGF2 in marsupials and
birds. Development Genes and Evolution 210:18-20.

Packard, G. C.,, R. P. Elinson, J. Gavaud, L. J. Guillette,
Jr., J. Lombardi, J. Schindler, R. Shine, et al. 1989. How
are reproductive systems integrated and how has vivi-
parity evolved? Pages 281-293 in D. B. Wake and G.
Roth, eds. Complex organismal functions: integration
and evolution in vertebrates. Wiley, Chichester.

Painter, D., D. H. Jennings, and M. C. Moore. 2002. Pla-
cental buffering of maternal steroid hormone effects on
fetal and yolk hormone levels: a comparative study of
a viviparous lizard, Sceloporus jarovi, and an oviparous
lizard, Sceloporus graciosus. General and Comparative
Endocrinology 127:105-116.

Painter, D. L., and M. C. Moore. 1999. Placental endo-
crinology in a viviparous lizard. Comparative Biochem-
istry and Physiology A 124:S33.

Paldi, A. 2003. Genomic imprinting: could the chromatin
structure be the driving force? Current Topics in De-
velopmental Biology 53:115-138.

Parker, G. A. 1983. Arms races in evolution: an evolu-
tionary stable strategy to the opponent-independent
costs game. Journal of Theoretical Biology 101:619-648.

. 1985. Models of parent-offspring conflict. V. Ef-
fects of the behavior of the two parents. Animal Be-
haviour 33:519-533.

Parker, G. A., N.J. Royle, and I. R. Hartley. 2002a. Begging
scrambles with unequal chicks: interactions between
need and competitive ability. Ecology Letters 5:206—215.

. 2002b. Intrafamilial conflict and parental invest-
ment: a synthesis. Philosophical Transactions of the
Royal Society of London B 357:295-307.

Parker, P. 1977. An evolutionary comparison of placental
and marsupial patterns of reproduction. Pages 273-286
in B. Stonehouse and D. Gilmore, eds. The biology of
marsupials. Macmillan, London.

Paulesu, L. 1997. Cytokines in mammalian reproduction
and speculation about their possible involvement in
nonmammalian viviparity. Microscopy Research and
Technique 38:188-194.

Paulesu, L., R. Romagnoli, M. Marchetti, M. Cintorino,
P. Ghiara, FE. M. Guarino, and G. Ghiara. 1995. Cytokines
in the viviparous reproduction of squamate reptiles: in-

FRIDAY MAR 05 2004 01:46 PM/40103/DER



terleukin-1 alpha (IL-1 alpha) and IL-1 beta in placental
structures of a skink. Placenta 16:193-205.

Pavia, C., P. K. Siiteri, J. D. Perlman, and D. P. Stites. 1979.
Suppression of murine allogenic cell interactions by sex
hormones. Journal of Reproductive Immunology 1:33—
38.

Pijnenborg, R., W. B. Robertson, I. Brosens, and G. Dixon.
1981. Review article: trophoblast invasion and the es-
tablishment of haemochorial placentation in man and
laboratory animals. Placenta 2:71-92.

Pijnenborg, R., W. B. Robertson, and I. Brosens. 1985.
Morphological aspects of placental ontogeny and phy-
logeny. Placenta 6:155-162.

Pinella, M. P. R,, and R. Laurent. 1996. Apparent repro-
ductive bimodality in Liolaemus alticolor alticolor (Rep-
tilia: Sauria). Bulletin of the Maryland Herpetological
Society 32:1-13.

Qualls, C. P,, and R. M. Andrews. 1999. Cold climates and
the evolution of viviparity in reptiles: cold incubation
temperatures produce poor quality offspring. Biological
Journal of the Linnean Society 67:353-376.

Qualls, C. P,, and R. Shine. 1998a. Costs of reproduction
in conspecific oviparous and viviparous lizards, Lerista
bougainvilli. Oikos 82:539-551.

. 1998b. Lerista bougainvillii, a case study for the
evolution of viviparity in reptiles. Journal of Evolution-
ary Biology 11:63-78.

Qualls, C. P, R. Shine, S. Donnellan, and M. Hutchinson.
1995. The evolution of viviparity within the Australian
scincid lizard Lerista bougainvillii. Journal of Zoology
237:13-26.

Queller, D. C. 1994. Male-female conflict and parent-
offspring conflict. American Naturalist 144 (suppl.):S84-
599.

Renfree, M. B. 1977. Feto-placental influences in marsupial
gestation. Pages 325-331 in J. H. Calaby and C. H.
Tyndale-Biscoe, eds. Reproduction and evolution. Aus-
tralian Academy of Science, Canberra.

. 1983. Marsupial reproduction: the choice between
placentation and lactation. Oxford Reviews of Repro-
ductive Biology 5:1-29.

Reynolds, J. D., N. B. Goodwin, and R. P. Freckleton. 2002.
Evolutionary transitions in parental care and live bear-
ing in vertebrates. Philosophical Transactions of the
Rovyal Society of London B 357:269-281.

Reznick, D., H. Callahan, and R. Llauredo. 1996. Maternal
effects on offspring quality in poeciliid fishes. American
Zoologist 36:147-156.

Reznick, D. N., M. Mateos, and M. S. Springer. 2002.
Independent origins and rapid evolution of the placenta
in the fish genus Poeciliopsis. Nature 298:1018-1020.

Roberts, C. T., and W. G. Breed. 1994a. Embryonic ma-
ternal cell interactions at implantation in the fat-tailed

Maternal-Fetal Conflicc  PROOF 17

dunnart, a dasyurid marsupial. Anatomical Record 240:

59-76.

. 1994b. Placentation in the dasyurid marsupial,
Sminthopsis crassicaudata, the fat-tailed dunnart, and
notes on placentation of the didelphid Monodelphis
domestica. Journal of Reproduction and Fertility 100:
105-113.

Roberts, R. M., A. D. Ealy, A. P. Alexenko, C.-S. Han, and
T. Ezashi. 1999. Trophoblast interferons. Placenta 20:
259-264.

Rossant, J., and J. C. Cross. 2001. Placental development:
lessons from mouse mutants. Nature Reviews Genetics
2:538-548.

Rothchild, I. 1981. The regulation of the mammalian cor-
pus luteum. Recent Progress in Hormone Research 37:
183-298.

. 2003. The yolkless egg and the evolution of eu-
therian viviparity. Biology of Reproduction 68:337-357.

Rowe, L., and G. Arngvist. 2002. Sexually antagonistic co-
evolution in a mating system: combining experimental
and comparative approaches to address evolutionary
processes. Evolution 56:754-767.

Saville, K. J., A. M. Lindley, E. G. Maries, J. C. Carrier,
and H. L. Pratt, Jr. 2002. Multiple paternity in the nurse
shark, Ginglymostoma cirratum. Environmental Biology
of Fishes 63:347-351.

Schluter, D., and L. M. Nagel. 1995. Parallel speciation by
natural selection. American Naturalist 146:292-301.
Schwarzkopf, L. 1996. Decreased food intake in repro-
ducing lizards: a fecundity-dependent cost of repro-

duction? Australian Journal of Ecology 21:355-362.

Seal, U. S., A. A. Sinha, and R. P. Doe. 1972. Placental
iron transfer: relationship to placental anatomy and
phylogeny of the mammals. American Journal of Anat-
omy 134:263-269.

Shine, R. 1985. The evolution of viviparity in reptiles: an
ecological analysis. Pages 605694 in C. Gans and E
Billett, eds. Biology of the Reptilia. Vol. 15. Wiley, New
York.

. 1987. The evolution of viviparity: ecological cor-
relates of reproductive mode within a genus of Austra-
lian snakes (Pseudechis: Elapidae). Copeia 1987:551—
563.

. 1989. Ecological influences on the evolution of
vertebrate viviparity. Pages 263-278 in D. B. Wake and
G. Roth, eds. Complex organismal functions: integra-
tion and evolution in vertebrates. Wiley, Chichester.
. 1995. A new hypothesis for the evolution of vi-
viparity in reptiles. American Naturalist 145:809-823.
. 2002. Reconstructing an adaptationist scenario:
what selective forces favor the evolution of viviparity in
montane lizards? American Naturalist 160:582—593.
Shine, R., and J. E. Berry. 1978. Climatic correlates of live-

FRIDAY MAR 05 2004 01:46 PM/40103/DER



q27

PROOF 18 The American Naturalist

bearing in squamate reptiles. Oecologia (Berlin) 33:261—
268.

Shine, R., and J. J. Bull. 1979. The evolution of live-bearing
in lizards and snakes. American Naturalist 113:905-923.

Shine, R., and L. J. Guillette, Jr. 1988. The evolution of
viviparity in reptiles: a physiological model and its eco-
logical consequence. Journal of Theoretical Biology 132:
43-50.

Shine, R., and M. Olsson. 2003. When to be born? pro-
longed pregnancy or incubation enhances locomotor
performance in neonatal lizards (Scincidae). Journal of
Evolutionary Biology 16:823-832.

Slowinski, J. B., and C. Guyer. 1994. Testing whether cer-
tain traits have caused amplified diversification: an im-
proved method based on a model of random speciation
and extinction. American Naturalist 142:1019-1024.

Smith, S. A., and R. Shine. 1997. Intraspecific variation in
reproductive mode within the scincid lizard Saiphos
equalis. Australian Journal of Zoology 45:435-445.

Smith, S. A., C. C. Austin, and R. Shine. 2001. A phylo-
genetic analysis of variation in reproductive mode
within an Australian lizard (Saiphos equalis, Scincidae).
Biological Journal of the Linnean Society 74:131-139.

Sol-Church, K., G. N. Picerno, D. L. Stabley, ]J. Frenck, S.
Xing, G. P. Bertenshaw, and R. W. Mason. 2002. Evo-
lution of placentally expressed cathepsins. Biochemical
and Biophysical Research Communications 293:23-29.

Southwell, T., and B. Prasad. 1919. Embryological and
developmental status of Indian fishes. Records Indian
Museum (Calcutta) 16:216-240.

Stewart, E, and W. R. Allen. 1995. Comparative aspects
of the evolution and function of the chorionic gonad-
otrophins. Reproduction in Domestic Animals 30:231—
239.

Stewart, J. R. 1989. Facultative placentatrophy and the
evolution of squamate placentation: quality of eggs and
neonates in Virginia striatula. American Naturalist 133:
111-137.

Stewart, J. R., and D. G. Blackburn. 1988. Reptilian pla-
centation: structural diversity and terminology. Copeia
1988:839-852.

Stewart, J. R., and M. B. Thompson. 1993. A novel pattern
of embryonic nutrition in a viviparous reptile. Journal
of Experimental Biology 174:97-108.

. 1996. Evolution of reptilian placentation: devel-

opment of extraembryonic membranes of the Australian

scincid lizards, Bassiana duperryi (oviparous) and Pseu-
demoia entrecasteauxii (viviparous). Journal of Mor-

phology 227:349-370.

. 2000. Evolution of placentation among squa-

mante reptiles: recent research and future directions.

Comparative Biochemistry and Physiology A 127:411—

431.

. 2003. Evolutionary transformations of the fetal
membranes of viviparous reptiles: a case study of two
lineages. Journal of Experimental Zoology 299A:13-32.

Summers, K., J. da Silva, and M. A. Farwell. 2002. Intra-
genomic conflict and cancer. Medical Hypotheses 59:
170-179.

Surget-Groba, Y., B. Heulin, C.-P. Guillaume, R. S. Thorpe,
L. Kupriyanova, N. Vogrin, R. Maslak, et al. 2001. In-
traspecific phylogeography of Lacerta vivipara and the
evolution of viviparity. Molecular Phylogenetics and
Evolution 18:449-459.

Swain, R., and S. M. Jones. 2000. Facultative placentotro-
phy: half-way house or strategic solution? Comparative
Biochemistry and Physiology A 127:441-451.

Thompson, M. B,, J. R. Stewart, and B. K. Speake. 2000.
Comparison of nutrient transport across the placenta
of lizards differing in placental complexity. Comparative
Biochemistry and Physiology A 127:469-479.

Thompson, M. B., J. R. Stewart, B. K. Speake, M. J. Hosie,
and C. R. Murphy. 2002. Evolution of viviparity: what
can Australian lizards tell us? Comparative Biochemistry
and Physiology B 131:631-643.

Tinkle, D. W., and J. Whitfield Gibbons. 1977. The dis-
tribution and evolution of viviparity in reptiles. Mis-
cellaneous Publications, Museum of Zoology, University
of Michigan, no. 154. Museum of Zoology, University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor..

Trexler, J. C. 1997. Resource availability and plasticity in
offspring provisioning: embryo nourishment in sailfin
mollies. Ecology 78:1370—1381.

Trivers, R. L. 1974. Parent-offspring conflict. American
Zoologist 14:249-264.

Tycko, B., and I. M. Morison. 2002. Physiological functions
of imprinted genes. Journal of Cellular Physiology 192:
245-258.

Tyndale-Briscoe, H., and M. Renfree. 1987. Reproductive
physiology of marsupials. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

Ubeda, E., and D. Haig. 2003. Dividing the child. Genetica
117:103-110.

Verona, R. I., M. R. Mann, and M. S. Bartolomei. 2003.
Genomic imprinting: intricacies of epigenetic regulation
in clusters. Annual Review of Cell and Developmental
Biology 19:237-259.

Vigano, P., S. Mangioni, E. Pompei, and I. Chiodo. 2003.
Maternal-conceptus cross talk: a review. Placenta
24(suppl.):S56-S61.

Vrana, P. B., P. G. Matteson, J. V. Schmidt, R. S. Ingram,
A. Joyce, K. L. Prince, M. J. Dewey, and S. M. Tilghman.
2001. Genomic imprinting of a placental lactogen gene
in Peromyscus. Development Genes and Evolution 211:
523-532.

Wake, M. H. 1977. The reproductive biology of caecilians:

FRIDAY MAR 05 2004 01:46 PM/40103/DER



an evolutionary perspective. Pages 73-101 in D. H. Tay-
lor and S. 1. Guttman, eds. The reproductive biology of
amphibians. Plenum, New York.

Wake, M. H., and R. Dickie. 1998. Oviduct structure and
function and reproductive modes in amphibians. Jour-
nal of Experimental Zoology 282:477-506.

Wallis, M. 1981. The molecular evolution of pituitary
growth hormone, prolactin and placental lactogen: a
protein family showing variable rates of evolution. Jour-
nal of Molecular Evolution 17:10-18.

. 1993. Remarkable high rate of molecular evolu-

tion of ruminant placental lactogens. Journal of Mo-

lecular Evolution 37:86—88.

. 1994. Variable evolutionary rates in the molecular

evolution of mammalian growth hormones. Journal of

Molecular Evolution 38:619-627.

. 1996. The molecular evolution of vertebrate

growth hormones: a pattern of near-stasis interrupted

by sustained bursts of rapid change. Journal of Molec-

ular Evolution 43:93-100.

. 1997. Function switching as a basis for bursts of

rapid change during the evolution of pituitary growth

hormone. Journal of Molecular Evolution 44:348-350.

. 2000. Episodic evolution of protein hormones:
molecular evolution of pituitary prolactin. Journal of
Molecular Evolution 50:465-473.

Wallis, O. C., Y.-P. Zhang, and M. Wallis. 2001. Molecular
evolution of GH in primates: characterisation of the GH
genes from slow loris and marmoset defines an episode
of rapid evolutionary change. Journal of Molecular En-
docrinology 26:249-258.

Whittier, J. M., R. T. Mason, and D. Crews. 1987. Plasma
steroid hormone levels of female red-sided garter snakes
Thamnophis sirtalis parietalis: relationship to mating and
gestation. General and Comparative Endocrinology 67:
33-43.

Wilda, M., D. Bichner, U. Zechner, H. Kehrer-Sawatzki,
W. Vogel, and H. Hameister. 2000. Do the constraints
of human speciation cause expression of the same set
of genes in brain, testis and placenta? Cytogenetics and
Cell Genetics 91:300-302.

Wilson, A. B., I. Ahnesjo, A. C. J. Vincent, and A. Meyer.
2003. The dynamics of male brooding, mating patterns,
and sex roles in pipefishes and seahorses (family Syng-
nathidae). Evolution 57:1374-1386.

Wourms, J. P. 1977. Reproduction and development in
chondrichthyan fishes. American Zoologist 17:379-410.

. 1981. Viviparity: the maternal-fetal relationship

in fishes. American Zoologist 21:473-515.

. 1993. Maximization of evolutionary trends for

placental viviparity in the spadenose shark, Scoliodon

laticaudus. Environmental Biology of Fishes 38:269-294.

Maternal-Fetal Conflicc  PROOF 19

Wourms, J. P,, and D. M. Cohen. 1975. Trophotaeniae,
embryonic adaptations, in the viviparous ophidioid fish,
Oligopus longhursti: a study of museum specimens. Jour-
nal of Morphology 147:385-402.

Wourms, J. P, and J. Lombardi. 1992. Reflections on the
evolution of piscine viviparity. American Zoolologist 32:
276-293.

Wourms, J. P., B. D. Grove, and J. Lombardi. 1988. The
maternal-embryonic relationship in viviparous fishes.
Pages 1-134 in W. S. Hoar and D. J. Randall, eds. Fish
physiology. Vol. 11. Academic Press, San Diego, Calif.

Xavier, E, M. Zuber-Vogeli, and T. Y. Le Quang. 1970.
Endocrine activity of the ovary of Nectophrynoides-
Occidentalis. I. Histochemical study. General and Com-
parative Endocrinology 15:425-431.

Xavier, E, A. Yvorra, and E. Burzawa-Gerard. 1988. Does
conceptus influence corpus luteum lifespan during early
pregnancy in viviparous reptiiles? Conference of Eu-
ropean Comparative Endocrinology, Salzburg. Abstract
14.

Xie, S., J. Green, J. B. Bixby, B. Szafranska, J. C. DeMartini,
S. Hecht, and R. M. Roberts. 1997. The diversity and
evolutionary relationships of the pregnancy-associated
glycoproteins, an aspartic proteinase subfamily consist-
ing of many trophoblast-expressed genes. Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences of the USA 94:
12809-12816.

Zechner, U., W. Shi, M. Hemberger, H. Himmelbauer, S.
Otto, A. Orth, V. Kalscheuer, et al. 2004. Divergent ge-
netic and epigenetic post-zygotic isolation mechanisms
in Mus and Peromyscus. Journal of Evolutionary Biology
17:453—-460.

Zeh, D. W,, and J. A. Zeh. 2000. Reproductive mode and
speciation: the viviparity-driven conflict hypothesis.
Bioessays 22:938-946.

Zeh, J. A., and D. W. Zeh. 2001. Reproductive mode and
the genetic benefits of polyandry. Animal Behaviour 61:
1051-1063.

Zeller, U. 1997. Origin of mammalian reproduction. Jour-
nal of Morphology 232:345.

. 1999. Mammalian reproduction: origin and evo-
lutionary transformations. Zoologischer Anzeiger 238:
117-130.

Zhang, J., and H. F. Rosenberg. 2002. Diversifying selection
of the tumor-growth promoter angiogenin in primate
evolution. Molecular Biology and Evolution 19:438—
445.

Zhang, J., K. D. Dyer, and H. F. Rosenberg. 2002. RNase8,
a novel RNase A superfamily ribonuclease expressed
uniquely in placenta. Nucleic Acids Research 30:1169—
1175.

Associate Editor: Allen J. Moore

FRIDAY MAR 05 2004 01:46 PM/40103/DER

q28



QUERIES TO THE AUTHOR

1 Please provide publication information for Aristotle’s
Historia Animalium to add this reference to the literature
cited.

2 Please see throughout manuscript: Parker 1995 is not
listed in the literature cited. Please provide reference in-
formation or delete from text.

3 See query 2

4 Please provide a citation for Haig in the sentence that
begins “As described by Haig ...”

5 Please provide a page number for direct citation of
the quote from Mossman 1937.

6 Please note: Throughout the manuscript, you seem
to go back and forth between using the past tense (here,
“Hamlett noted”) and the present tense (later, “Koob and
Callard provide”). I wanted to bring this to your attention.
It is not required that you are consistent one way or the
other, except maybe when a shift occurs in the same sen-
tence. Please review throughout.

7 Shine and Bull 1978 is not listed in the literature cited.
Did you intend to cite Shine and Bull 197972 If not, please
provide reference information or delete from text.

8 Please provide a page number for citation of the direct
quote from Wourms et al. 1988.

9 Haig 1991 is not listed in the literature cited. Did you
intend to cite some other Haig reference? If not, please
provide reference information or delete from text.

10 In the sentence that begins “Hemochorial placen-
tation ...,” would it be OK to change “given rise to an
endotheliochorial form” to “giving rise to ...”? This phras-
ing seems a bit unclear as is.

11 Please provide a page number for citation of the
direct quote from Blackburn et al. 1985.

12 Please provide a page number for citation of the
direct quote from Carter 2001.

13 Who are “They” in “They stated that ...”? Are you
referring again to Carter? Also, please provide a citation
and a page number for citation of the direct quote.

14 Please provide a page number for citation of the
direct quote from Pijnenborg et al. 1981.

15 Pijnenborg et al. 1995 is not listed in the literature
cited. Did you intend to cite Pijnenborg et al. 1985? If not,
please provide reference information or delete from text.

16 Please see throughout manuscript: Allen and Stewart
2001 is not listed in the literature cited. Please provide
reference information or delete from text.

17 See query 16

18 See query 16

19 See query 16

20 See query 16

21 Does the direct quote beginning “inverted yolk sacs
” come from Mossman 19872 I moved it closer to the
quoted material, which is our style.

22 In the quote from Mossman that begins “Alternative
Hypotheses,” is it OK that I changed the brackets around
“for the evolution of placental diversity” to parentheses?
Do the brackets appear in how the text was originally
published?

23 Is it OK that I changed the hyphen in “morpholog-
ical-physiological starting points” to “and”™?

24 In Carter and Han 1999, please spell out IGF in the
journal title.



25 Please verify that W. C. Hamlett was the author of
the 1999 reference “Placental and analogs in
elasmobranchs.”

26 Qualls and Shine 1998a is not cited in the text. Please
provide a citation or delete from literature cited.

27 Is the spelling of the second author’s name Prasad
or Prashad?

28 Please verify the spelling of the author’s last name
for Xavier et al. 1988. Is it Xavire or Xavier?



The American Naturalist Offprint Order Form

Kelli Morrison Please return this form even

The University of Chicago Press if no offprints are ordered.

1427 East 60" Street

Chicago, IL 60637 ( ) NO OFFPRINTS ORDERED

AUTHORS: OFFPRINT ORDER MUST BE RECEIVED PRIOR TO PRINTING OF JOURNAL ISSUE. Please return this form
immediately even if no offprints are desired. Offprints ordered through an institution will not be processed without a purchase order
number. Payment by check, Money Order, Visa, or MasterCard is required with all orders not accompanied by an institutional purchase
order or purchase order number. Make checks and purchase orders payable to The University of Chicago Press.

TO BE COMPLETED BY AUTHOR:
The American Naturalist Vol No Month Year

Author(s): No of pages in article

Title of Article:

OFFPRINT PRICE LIST: Prices include UPS domestic shipping. Non-U.S. orders are shipped via Airmail at an additional cost of 45%
of the total printing charge.

Total Quantity add'l Charges (please compute)
Pages 50 100 150 200 50's
2-4 $64.00 $76.00 $89.00  $100.00 $11.00 Quantity $
5-8 71.00 91.00 110.00 129.00 19.00 Covers $
9-12 77.00 111.00 139.00 167.00 28.00 Subtotal $
13-16 86.00 123.00 156.00 190.00 34.00 GST (7% for Canadian destinations only) $
17-20 98.00 146.00 190.00 234.00 44.00 Non-U.S. Shipping
21-24 105.00 161.00 214.00 267.00 53.00 (Non-U.S. orders add 45% to subtotal) $
addl 4 pgs 21.00 39.00 55.00 71.00 16.00
Covers 93.00 105.00 123.00 140.00 19.00 TOTAL DUE (US $) $
Shipping Instructions Billing Instructions (Institutional Orders Only; must have PO)
Name Institution
Phone* Fax Street
Dept Room City State Zip
Institution Country
Street Phone
City State Zip email
Country * Please include a phone number in case we need to contact
you about your order.
MAKE CHECKS AND PURCHASE ORDERS PAYABLE TO: The University of Chicago Press
All orders must be accompanied by one of the three payment options (purchase o rder, check/money order, or Visa/MasterCard):
1) Institutional Purchase Order No. Purchase Order attached () to come ()
Order will not be processed without a number.
2) () Check or money order for total charges is attached OR 3) Please chargeto: () VISA () MASTERCARD

Cardmember name as it appears on card (please print clearly)

Card Number Expiration Date

Signature Phone




RETURN THIS OFFPRINT ORDER FORM WITH YOUR PROOFS
TO:

THE AMERICAN NATURALIST
Kelli Morrison

The University of Chicago Press
1427 East 60" Street

Chicago, IL 60637

Phone: 773-702-7487

OFFPRINT INSTRUCTIONS:
DO NOT DELAY ORDERING YOUR OFFPRINTS. Orders must be in hand before the issue goes to press.

DELIVERY AND INVOICES Offprints are shipped 2-4 weeks after publication of the journal. Invoices are mailed at the
time of shipment. For all orders charged to institutions, an official Purchase Order must be in hand before the
offprint shipment can be released. Offprint orders payable by individuals must be accompanied by advance payment
by check, money order, Visa, or MasterCard. In case of non-U.S. purchases, this payment must be made in the form of a
check payable in U.S. currency via an American bank.

Terms are net 30 days.



