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ABSTRACT
Transmission-ratio distortion is a departure from a 1:1 segregation of alleles in the gametes of a heterozygous
individual. The so-called driving allele is strongly selected regardless of its effect on the fitness of the carrying
individual. It may then have an important impact on neutral polymorphism due to the genetic hitchhiking
effect. We study this hitchhiking effect in the case of true meiotic drive in autosomes and show that it is more
dependent on the recombination rate than in the classical case of a gene positively selected at the organism level.

RANSMISSION-RATIO distortion (TRD) is a viola-
tion of Mendel’s law of heredity that favors one of

the alleles of a heterozygous individual, either during
or after meiosis. It has long been mentioned as “segre-
gation distortion” or “meiotic drive”; however, these
terms refer to particular cases of TRD and therefore
lack generality. TRD is one of the best known examples
in which a selfish genetic element (also known as an
ultra-selfish gene) can increase in frequency and even-
tually become fixed in the population regardless of its
phenotypic effect, because its own fitness is partly un-
coupled from that of the “host” individual (HURST and
WERREN 2001). Therefore, several authors suggested that
TRD systems could have a dramatic impact on linked
neutral polymorphism (BUCKLER et al. 1999; LEWONTIN
1999) due to the hitchhiking effect (MAYNARD SMITH and
HaicH 1974). This has been confirmed empirically in a
few cases, in particular for the segregation distorter (SD)
system of Drosophila melanogaster (PALoPoLI and Wu 1996)
and more recently for sex chromosome drive of D.
simulans by DEROME et al. (2004), who showed that the sex-
ratio drive had induced a strong selective sweep in
populations where the distorter was in high frequency.
But, to our knowledge, the theoretical properties of the
hitchhiking by a TRD-causing element have never been
compared to the properties of the “classical” hitchhiking
by a mutation positively selected at the individual level, as
described by MAYNARD SmrTH and HaicH (1974) and
BARTON (2000). This comparison is the aim of this article.
Here, we focused on TRD due to autosomal genes.
The case of sex chromosome drive might differ, because

! Corresponding author: CNRS, Station de Génétique Végétale, Ferme du
Moulon, 91190 Gif-sur-Yvette, France. E-mail: chevin@moulon.inra.fr

Genetics 173: 1829-1832 ( July 2006)

the inherent bias in sex ratio can cause cycling dynamics
(JaENIKE 2001; HAaLL 2004) and because there is no
recombination between sex chromosomes in the het-
erogametic sex (where distortion occurs). We consider
mechanisms where the fitness cost for the individual is
likely to be negligible as compared to the advantage of
distortion, thus allowing fixation of the driving element
(see p1scussioN). Hence, we chose to stick to the case of
true meiotic drive, i.e., to a TRD that is caused by non-
random segregation of chromosomes or chromatids
during meiosis and not by destruction or inactivation of
gametes after meiosis.

We considered the fates of two biallelic loci (A | @ and
B| b) with recombination rate rbetween them. At the first
locus, allele A causes true meiotic drive. The segregation
index k gives the probability that A is found in the
gametes of an A/a individual (k = % in the absence of
drive). We considered that the drive locus had no direct
effect on the fitness of the carrying individual. The sec-
ond locus Bis neutral and has Mendelian segregation.

For the sake of demonstration, let us first consider the
case study where distortion takes place in the whole pop-
ulation (no sex difference). Let x;, xo, x3, and x4 be the
frequencies of genotypes AB, Ab, aB, and ab, respectively,
atagiven generation in the adult population. The mono-
locus frequencies are p, ¢, u, and v for A, a, B, and
b, respectively. Table 1 gives the frequencies of adult
genotypes in the next generation (after random associ-
ation of gametes) and the proportion of gametic
haplotypes produced by each adult. Linkage disequilib-
rium is defined as D = x;x4 — xox3. Using Table 1, the
change in allelic frequencies at the drive locus is

Ap = (2k— )pg 1)
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TABLE 1

Frequencies of adult genotypes after random mating and proportions of haplotypes in their gametes

Adult genotype

AB/AB AB/Ab AB/aB AB/ ab Ab/ Ab Ab/ aB Ab/ab  aB/aB aB/ab  ab/ab
Frequency: x} 2x1 X0 2x1 x5 21 x4 3 2 X9 X3 2 X9x4 x3 2 x5%4 X3
AB 1 % k k(1—17) 0 kr 0 0 0 0
Ab 0 1 0 kr 1 k(1 —7) k 0 0 0
aB 0 0 -k (1—kr 0 (1—k)(1—7 0 1 ! 0
ab 0 0 0 1=k (1-=1 0 (1—=k)r 1 -k 0 % 1

and at the neutral gene
Au= (2k—1)(1 — 2r)D, (2)

which gives
D
Au=(1—-2r)—Ap. (3)
vt

Expression (1) is the classical result for TRD without
fitness cost for the individual (HARTL and CLARK 1989).
The strength of selection for the distorter allele is quan-
tified by the term (2k — 1), which equals one for com-
plete distortion and zero for normal segregation.

The change in frequency at the neutral locus, Au,
should be compared to the change induced in the clas-
sical hitchhiking case. If A* was a gene under positive
selection at the individual level, so that the fitnesses were
1,1 + s/2, and 1 + s, for genotypes a*a*, a*A*, and
A*A*, respectively, the changes in allelic frequencies in
one generation would be at the selected locus

Ap* = o 5/2 g (4)

and at the neutral locus

1
A :WS/QD*, (5)
which gives
"
Au* = P Ap*. (6)

By comparing Equations 3 and 6, it appears thatin the
case of a segregation distorter gene, there is a supple-
mentary (1 — 27) factor, which is specific to this kind of
selection.

It is important to note that the (1 — 27) term in (3)
has nothing to do with the dynamics of linkage dis-
equilibrium D. There is no r term in Equation 6, so the
hitchhiking effect for classical diploid selection in one
generation does not depend on 1, but only on D/ pq. This
latter term is equal to the difference of neutral allelic
frequencies between the selected and counter-selected
backgrounds (BArTON 2000). Conversely, the hitchhik-

ing effect in one generation in the case of segregation
distortion does depend on both D/ pq and r. So, assuming
that D = D¥, p = p*, and Ap = Ap*, one would get

Au=(1—-2r)Au*. (7)

Thus, everything else being equal, hitchhiking due to
TRD is (1 — 27) times weaker than classical hitchhiking.
In addition, for both cases of selection the dynamics
of D/pq from one generation to the next do depend on
. In the classical case, it is multiplied by (1 — 7) at each
generation of random mating if the selective coefficient
s is small (TmomMsoN 1977), which is why the final
hitchhiking effect (when A is fixed) normally decreases
with 7 In the segregation distortion case, denoting with
primes the values in the next generation, we get

DDl (1—2r)(2k —1)*pq
p'q'pq(“ )+1+<2k—1><q—p>>’ ®)

which approximates as

D’ D
(=)
g Pq
for small values of (2k — 1), so the dynamics of D/pq
have the same dependency on ras in the classical case.
We can now calculate the expected overall change in
allelic frequencies at the neutral locus due to hitchhik-
ing after the distorter allele is fixed in the population.
We use the method of BARTON (2000), which assumes
that the selected mutation appears in a single copy in
the population and thus is initially in complete linkage
disequilibrium with its neutral background (considered
to be allele B). Simply applying this method after ex-
tending it to the case of segregation distortion, we get

(9)

r/(2k—1)
Ay & (1= 20)(1 — u0)) (QLN) . (10)

where u[0] is the initial frequency of the neutral allele
with which A appears. Again this exhibits a supple-
mentary (1 —27) factor compared to the classical case
(BArTON 2000). Note that in practice the intensity of
selection for the drive is likely to be much higher than



the intensity of classical positive selection, so the overall
hitchhiking of drive might be stronger than that of clas-
sical positive selection, except for large = In particular,
hitchhiking due to drive is always null on other chro-
mosomesregardless oflinkage disequilibrium, while clas-
sical hitchhiking is not. The approximation in Equation
10 is normally intended for small values of (2k — 1) and
7, but it fits well the values computed by recursion of
Equations 1 and 2 for a wider range of parameters
(results not shown).

We now turn to a more realistic model in which trans-
mission ratio is distorted in one sex only. The gametic
frequencies are defined as before, except that an ad-
ditional subscript refers to sexual origin (m or f for fre-
quency in male or female gametes, respectively). Note
that, as we deal with a factor that is not sex linked, the
sex ratio remains constant over time. Moreover, as we
neglect stochastic sampling, adult genotypes have the
same frequencies within both sexes. We now define fre-
quencies without subscripts as the mean between fre-
quencies in male and female gametes. Indeed, if a given
genotype has frequencies x;, and x; in male and female
gametes, its frequency in adults after random mating is
x;= (x;, + x;) /2. More generally, the latter holds as long
as the genotype studied does not affect the probability
of mating. Similarly, D,, and D; denote the linkage
disequilibria in male and female gametes, respectively,
whereas Dis the linkage disequilibrium calculated from
mean genotype frequencies. The frequencies of adult
genotypes after random mating are (x;, X x;) for dou-
ble homozygotes and (x;, X x;, + x; X x;) for i# j. The
segregation coefficients are the same as in Table 1,
except that k= % in one of the two sexes. The change in
allelic frequencies at the neutral locus in one genera-
tion becomes

D — (1/4)(Dw + Dx)
pq — (1/4) (e ge + pnGm)

The result is essentially the same as in the previous case,
keeping the (1 — 27) factor showing more dependency
on recombination than in the classical case. In the rest of
the equation, D (resp., pq) is replaced by the difference
between its value in the whole population and the
average of its within-sex values. Note that the § factor
does not depend on the sex ratio, but is simply due to
diploidy.

Our results show that a meiotic drive gene has a
specific effect on surrounding neutral polymorphism,
which decreases more rapidly with the recombination
rate than in the classical case of a gene positively selected
at the organism level. This is due to the particular status
of meiotic drive, owing to its place in the life cycle: it is
similar to a haploid selection, butitis also dependent on
characteristics of the diploid population. This particu-
larity was emphasized by SOBER and LEWONTIN (1982),
who considered meiotic drive as one of the rare real
cases of genic selection in diploids.

Au=(1-2r)

Ap. (11)
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Note that our work does not apply to male TRD in
dipterans (such as the SD system), which is somehow
exceptional in that there is no recombination in the sex
for which distortion occurs. Most of the described sys-
tems of this kind are maintained polymorphic in pop-
ulations, and hence they do not fit our model.

The overall effect of meiotic drive elements on ge-
nomewide neutral polymorphism is of course depen-
dent on their abundance and fixation probability, which
is difficult to evaluate. There is a common opinion that
most TRD systems are maintained polymorphic in nat-
ural populations. Nevertheless, several authors recently
suggested that this opinion may result from a major
observational bias. Indeed, only TRD systems that re-
main polymorphic are detected, because the driver al-
lele does not necessarily have an otherwise phenotypic
effect, and any autosomal drive effect stops after the
driver allele is fixed in the population (HURsT and
WERREN 2001; TAYLOR and INGVARSSON 2003).

Postmeiotic TRD systems rely essentially on partial
destruction or inactivation of gametes produced in ex-
cess (and thus are mostly restricted to males). Thus, they
are often associated with a cost on viability or fertility,
and so they are likely to remain polymorphic in natural
populations (CHARLESWORTH and HARTL 1978; LYTTLE
1991). This could explain why the best-studied systems,
such as SD in fruit flies (SANDLER et al. 1959) and the
mouse rhaplotype (SILVER 1985), are postmeiotic TRD
systems (see LYTTLE 1991 for an extensive review).

In contrast, true meiotic drive elements profit from
an asymmetry in the process of meiosis, such as it ex-
ists for females in many taxa, where only one meiosis
product becomes an egg, and the other products de-
generate into polar bodies (PARDO-MANUEL DE VILLENA
and Sarienza 2001b). Hence, in true meiotic drive
there is no gamete destruction, so there need not be any
fertility cost (MALIK 2005). The viability cost can also
often be ruled out, as true meiotic drive relies on prop-
erties of the chromatin rather than on a particular
coding sequence (RHOADES and VILKOMERSON 1942).
Hence, there is no main theoretical argument for true
meiotic drive elements to remain polymorphic. Actually,
PARDO-MANUEL DE VILLENA and Sapienza (2001b)
stressed that the conditions required for true meiotic
drive to occur are far from restrictive, and there is an
increasing amount of empirical support for the im-
portance of female meiotic drive in a wide variety of
taxa, including mammals and angiosperms (see PARDO-
MANUEL DE VILLENA and SAPIENZA 2001c, WU et al. 2005,
FisamaN and WiLL1s 2005, and MaLIK 2005 for recent
evidence and comments or DAWE and HiatTt 2004 and
PARDO-MANUEL DE VILLENA and SAPIENZA 2001b for re-
views). Recent works using a verbal model (the “centro-
mere drive”) even proposed that the observed rapid
evolution of centromeres could be explained by re-
current meiotic drives (HENIKOFF and MALIK 2002;
MavLik and HeNIKOFF 2002; DAwWE and HiatT 2004;
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MaLik 2005). If so, recurrent fixation of meiotic drive
factors may be all but an anecdotic molecular evolu-
tionary process (BUCKLER ef al. 1999; PARDO-MANUEL DE
VILLENA and SapiEnzA 2001a; MALIK and HENIKOFF
2002; DawEe and HiAaTT 2004).

Many cases of meiotic drive have been shown to occur
in crosses between diverged populations (JENCZEWSKI
et al. 1997; HaLL and WiLLis 2005; OrRR and IRVING
2005), and several authors suggested that meiotic drive
intensity may increase with the divergence between
crossing populations (JENCZEWSKI el al. 1997, HaLL
and WiLLis 2005). If so, the level of neutral polymor-
phism and the linkage disequilibrium should be high
in the mixed population when the drive starts, and there-
fore the induced hitchhiking effect should be strong.
Nevertheless, this effect will be more altered by recombi-
nation than in the case of selection at the individual
level.
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