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Motivating questions and goals
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Total somatic volume predicted (um3) pattern of the
coefficient of variation with developmental traits.

* There may be a positive relationship between
somatic investment and reproductive cell number
CV, though more data would be needed to test
this (graph above; jackknifing was used to

volume increases more slowly than investment in
reproductive volume. Species differed with respect to
investment in somatic volume (for a given
reproductive volume) but no pattern with respect to
developmental traits emerged. This result could be

species studied here. Thus, for the underlying S-R relationship, proportion
somatic volume declines with increasing total volume. This contrasts with
the previously-reported between-species pattern.

*  We calculated the amount of somatic volume (height of the line) at a
reproductive volume within the range of all species (6 x 10° um?). In

ascending order of overall somatic investment at this level of reproductive estimate the standard error of the CV). sensitive to quality of the standardized species-
volume, the species are: V. tertius (190,000 um?3), V. aureus (206,000 um?3), V. + Overall, Volvox appears to have higher CV for specific cell volumes that we used from the literature.
spermatosphaera (269,000 pm3), V. africanus (552,000 pm3), V. carteri (580,000 fecundity than other, more complex organisms 3. Species differences in reproductive cell variability
um?), V. rousseletii (659,000 pm?). (0.15-0.25 for comparable data) 1517). It is an open (for clones raised in one environment) did not
* The program 4 species (V. rousseletii and V. aureus) had very ditferent levels question whether high Volvox variability is an correspond to known developmental differences. The
of somatic investment whereas the program 2 species (V. africanus and V. adaptive strategy or a reflection of rather simple overall level of variability was generally high
\ carteri) had similar levels of somatic investment. / \_ developmental control of cell-type allocation. Vg compared to more complex organisms. -/
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