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Abstract

Background: Viruses are exceedingly diverse in their evolved strategies to manipulate hosts for viral
replication. However, despite these differences, most virus populations will occasionally experience two
commonly-encountered challenges: growth in variable host environments, and growth under fluctuating
population sizes. We used the segmented RNA bacteriophage ϕ6 as a model for studying the evolutionary
genomics of virus adaptation in the face of host switches and parametrically varying population sizes. To do so,
we created a bifurcating deme structure that reflected lineage splitting in natural populations, allowing us to
test whether phylogenetic algorithms could accurately resolve this ‘known phylogeny’. The resulting tree yielded
32 clones at the tips and internal nodes; these strains were fully sequenced and measured for phenotypic
changes in selected traits (fitness on original and novel hosts).

Results: We observed that RNA segment size was negatively correlated with the extent of molecular change in
the imposed treatments; molecular substitutions tended to cluster on the Small and Medium RNA chromosomes
of the virus, and not on the Large segment. Our study yielded a very large molecular and phenotypic dataset,
fostering possible inferences on genotype-phenotype associations. Using further experimental evolution, we
confirmed an inference on the unanticipated role of an allelic switch in a viral assembly protein, which governed
viral performance across host environments.

Conclusions: Our study demonstrated that varying complexities can be simultaneously incorporated into
experimental evolution, to examine the combined effects of population size, and adaptation in novel environments.
The imposed bifurcating structure revealed that some methods for phylogenetic reconstruction failed to resolve
the true phylogeny, owing to a paucity of molecular substitutions separating the RNA viruses that evolved in
our study.
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Background
Viruses are powerful and relevant models for under-
standing fundamental molecular biology, genetics and
evolution [1-3], and elucidating infectious-disease evolu-
tion [4,5]. The typically short generation times, large
population sizes, and high mutation rates of RNA viruses
make such studies highly efficient from an evolutionary
standpoint [6]. Furthermore, the small genome sizes
and disease importance of RNA viruses make them
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reproduction in any medium, provided the or
particularly attractive for research in evolutionary gen-
omics of virus-host interactions, such as molecular
evolution of virus speciation events [7], and divergence
in viral genetic architectures due to host specialization
versus generalization [8,9]. Previous experimental evolu-
tion studies with viral models generally used either
individual populations or homogeneous spatially struc-
tured experimental design. More complex demographics
such as a phylogenetic tree structure have been studied
but generally under a small set of selective conditions
[10-12]. Here we examine how RNA viruses evolve with
demographic structure imposed by a phylogenetic tree,
under selective conditions of novel host environments
and parametrically varying population sizes.
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Viruses are exceedingly diverse in their evolved strat-
egies to manipulate hosts for viral replication [13-15].
Despite this diversity, variable environments and fluctu-
ating population sizes are two challenges often faced by
virus populations. First, viruses can be passively trans-
mitted between hosts (e.g., via aerosols, fluids and vec-
tors) and cannot evaluate host ‘habitat quality’ prior to
infection [16], creating the possibility that virus particles
bind to less permissive target cells (e.g., hosts of low
‘quality’ for virus reproduction). Therefore, virus popula-
tions may unexpectedly encounter new environments,
including intrahost changes brought on by immune
function [17,18]. Second, virus population size naturally
tends to fluctuate, sometimes by several orders of mag-
nitude [19-21]; e.g., virus population size will necessarily
vary due to changing availability of susceptible host indi-
viduals, occurrence of transmission bottlenecks when
initiating a new infection, and immunity-related fluctua-
tions in within-host viral load. These variable population
sizes can lead to differing relative strengths of natural
selection versus genetic drift acting in virus evolution [22].

Experimental overview
We examined the experimental evolution of RNA bac-
teriophage (phage) ϕ6 by tracking molecular and pheno-
typic changes in virus lineages experimentally evolved
under environmental variation and fluctuating pop-
ulation sizes. Figure 1 shows our experimental design: a
bifurcating deme structure that reflects lineage splitting
that gives rise to demes with separated gene pools. Thus,
we created a ‘known phylogeny’, allowing tests of the
accuracy of phylogenetic algorithms [11,23]. Phage ϕ6 is
typically grown in the laboratory on the plant pathogenic
bacterium Pseudomonas syringae pathovar phaseolicola,
but prior work [24] shows that the virus can adaptively
improve on this host. However, selection pressures
differ and greater adaptive change occurs when phage
ϕ6 is cultured on the novel host P. pseudoalcaligenes
[7,16,25,26], which is distantly related to P. phaseolicola
[27,28]. Here we extended this work by contrasting
phage ϕ6 evolution on the original and novel hosts and
considering effects of host switching on virus evolution.
Previous studies examined the effects of population
size on mutational load and subsequent fitness recovery
in phage ϕ6 [29,30]. Here we examined how constant
versus variable population sizes impacted host-use adap-
tation in the virus. Overall, by combining whole-genome
sequencing and measurements of host-use traits, we
generated a very large dataset that fostered subsequent
tests of inferred genotype-phenotype associations.
The known-phylogeny experiment, with additional

independent confirmation using experimental evolution,
demonstrated that host-use adaptation in phage ϕ6
involved an allelic switch in the viral assembly protein,
a locus previously unknown to function in host-specific
growth of the virus. More generally, our combined
genomic/phenotypic approach was used to show where
molecular substitutions tended to cluster in the genomes
of phage ϕ6 populations subjected to the host-use chal-
lenges. Last, we showed that several popular methods
were unable to accurately resolve the true experimental
phylogeny, due to a paucity of molecular substitutions
separating the sequenced clones.

Results and discussion
Molecular evolution
Phage ϕ6 has a ~13 kb segmented tri-partite dsRNA
genome [31,32]. The three genomic segments are
denoted Large (L; 6374 bp), Medium (M; 4063 bp), and
Small (S; 2948 bp). The genome is organized such that
polymerase functions are located on segment L, genes
for host attachment proteins are on segment M, and
genes for the nucleocapsid shell (P8), the major mem-
brane protein (P9), the lytic enzyme (P5), and the mem-
brane assembly nonstructural protein (P12) are on
segment S [32]. Segment reassortment can occur when
multiple ϕ6 viruses co-infect the same host cell and
generate reassortant (hybrid) progeny, which contain
a mixture of the segments found in the co-infecting par-
ents [33,34]. However, recombination (breaking and join-
ing of homologous RNA segments) is lacking or occurs
at an extremely low rate in phage ϕ6 [33], allowing its
possible effects to be ignored in our study.
We challenged phage ϕ6 lineages to evolve on their

typical host P. phaseolicola (PP), and on the distantly-
related novel host P. pseudoalcaligenes ERA (East River
isolate A; ERA), which poses a relatively greater oppor-
tunity for adaptive improvement [7,26]. Thus, we
expected that the treatment populations evolving on PP
and ERA hosts under large population sizes would
experience positive selection (of differing strengths)
to fix adaptive mutations. In addition, our experiment
subjected some virus lineages to extreme population
bottlenecking which should cause drift to overwhelm
selection, allowing random fixation of non-lethal muta-
tions of moderate effect [29,35]. Phage evolution occurred
strictly through the ~4 generations per day as plaques
grew on bacterial lawns [7,29,30] (see Methods); no phage
infections occurred in liquid culture.
We used whole-genome sequencing to identify molecu-

lar changes that occurred in the experiment. Figures 2
and 3 summarize the observed mutations, and the time
points and treatment regimes where they were identified;
the indicated mutations are those separating a clone from
the sequenced predecessor clone.
We founded the experiment with a wild type ϕ6

ancestor (i.e., strain A1; Figure 1); after 50 phage gen-
erations on PP we observed that this starting lineage
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Figure 1 Design for experimental evolution of phage ϕ6 populations propagated via bifurcating demes, under various host-use
challenges and population sizes. Labeled root, nodes and tips of the tree indicate isolated clones, subjected to genome sequencing.
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contained no fixed mutations separating it from strain
A1. Because this lineage was designed to give rise to a
bifurcation where one of the two derived lineages would
be propagated on host ERA (Figure 1), we chose a spon-
taneous host-range mutant able to grow on both PP and
ERA, from the initial 50-gen. lineage. This mutant,
denoted clone B1, contained a non-synonymous muta-
tion (K144R) in gene P3 of the M segment, the locus for
the host attachment protein [32,36]. We note that
this P3 mutation differs from the nine known non-
synonymous substitutions in gene P3 which allow phage
ϕ6 to infect the ERA host [36].
By the end of the study, each of the 16 clones at the

tips of the tree differed from the ancestor (clone A1) by
4 to 13 substitutions (mean= 8.2 ± 2.7 s.d.), excluding
reversions (Figures 2 and 3). Overall, we observed a total
of 65 substitutions (including reversions) at 54 sites
across the 3 genomic segments, equivalent to ~0.004%
of the sequenced genome (12,478 bp).
Figure 4 summarizes all molecular changes stratified by

total evolutionary time (virus generations) and selection
regimes arrayed along genomic segments and annotated
by putative protein function. The observed substitutions
were distributed disproportionately among the three
segments. Changes occurred on average every 375 bp in
the L segment, every 193 bp in the M segment, and every
109 bp in the S segment, which is significantly different
from uniform distribution across the genome (chi-square
test, p <0.05). This finding suggested that the size of a
segment was negatively correlated with its propensity to
change under the environmental challenges, most likely
owing to the functional properties of genes residing
on each segment and their tolerance for genetic change
(Figure 4). We speculate that S segment genes were more
often the target of selection under the treatment condi-
tions we imposed. Although S is a relatively smaller
molecular target, it holds a greater variety of functions,
and might have changed more often because the numer-
ous selection conditions targeted a wide variety of func-
tions. A related issue is that the L segment should be
generally less prone to change, given the expected strong
selection to maintain existing polymerase function.
Figure 4 also shows calculations of the ratios of non-

synonymous substitutions (Ka) to synonymous substitutions
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Figure 2 Molecular changes observed in the experimental clade more often experiencing infection on P. pseudoalcaligenes ERA (“ERA
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(n.c.) regions list the base position and segment. Mutations are relative to those observed in the immediate predecessor clone.
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(Ks) according to treatment regime. The strongest signal
of positive selection was for virus lineages evolved for
450 combined generations at large population size on
novel host ERA: Ka/Ks = 9/4. In contrast, the lineages
evolved for 500 combined generations at large popula-
tion size on the typical host PP underwent relatively little
molecular change and fewer amino-acid replacements:
Ka/Ks = 1/2, consistent with the idea that the phage
was already well-adapted to the typical host. The bottle-
necking treatments that each occurred for 200 genera-
tions showed variable results, but were not significantly
different from each other by pairwise Fisher’s exact test
(p > 0.05): PP bottlenecks produced 2 non-synonymous
and 0 synonymous mutations, ERA bottlenecks produced
2 non-synonymous and 5 synonymous mutations, and
alternating-host bottlenecks produced 1 non-synonymous
and 1 synonymous mutation. The treatment that imposed
increasing population sizes occurred for 600 combined
generations and produced 5 non-synonymous and 5
synonymous mutations, whereas the identical regime
imposing decreasing population sizes produced 3 non-
synonymous and 5 synonymous mutations (Fisher’s exact
test, p > 0.66).

Reversion mutations
We observed that identical reversion mutations some-
times occurred in lineages evolved independently. One
case involved evolution under host switching, whereas
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the other did not. The host-switching case was a substi-
tution on segment S in gene P12 (Figure 2), which
encodes an assembly protein used in viral membrane
morphogenesis [37]. This non-synonymous substitution
was a thymine to cytosine transition (F176L), observed
in clone C1 isolated following the first experimental
bifurcation, in the ‘host shift’ lineage that had evolved for
50 generations on novel host ERA (Figure 2). The P12
substitution persisted in descendent lineages propag-
ated at constant large population sizes on ERA, and
in lineages bottlenecked at constant small population
sizes regardless of host (PP, ERA, alternating PP/ERA).
However, in all cases where descendent lineages were
grown at constant large or initially large population sizes
on PP, the P12 mutation underwent a reversion: L176F
(Figure 2). The combined influences of host type and
population size (e.g., efficiency of selection) on forward/
back mutation suggested that these alleles governed
host-specific growth performance. Below we describe
additional evolution experiments that further examined
this finding (see Evolution under host switching).
The reversion unrelated to host-switching was also a

mutation on the S segment: 1270 A ! G in gene P9,
which codes for a membrane protein essential for virion
membrane formation [38,39]. The mutation occurred in
a lineage experiencing selection at constant large popu-
lation sizes on PP, which gave rise to one of the third set
of experimental bifurcations (Figure 3). The substitution
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Figure 4 Molecular changes, in light of segment location, treatment regime and protein function.
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then reverted in the two immediately descendent
lineages, which were either bottlenecked at constant
small population sizes on alternating hosts, or further
evolved at constant large population sizes on PP. One
possibility is that the mutation in gene P9 is antagonistic
for growth on host ERA, explaining why it was selected
against in the alternating PP/ERA bottlenecking; al-
though the bottlenecking method caused drift to over-
whelm selection, some positive selection necessarily
occurred during plaque formation (see Accounting for
low rates of molecular change for detailed explanation).
The reversion that occurred under continued PP-
selection at large population size suggests that the muta-
tion may also be antagonistic with additional mutations
fostering growth on the normal host. In particular, the
reversion was observed alongside two synonymous
mutations on segments M and S (Figure 3); although
these were synonymous mutations they could potentially
affect membrane formation properties of protein P9
and/or protein-protein interactions with other viral
proteins that affect performance on the PP host. This
suggestion is highly speculative, however, and further
experiments are warranted to confirm the idea.

Accounting for low rates of molecular change
The spontaneous mutation rate in phage ϕ6 is estimated
to be 2 × 10-6 mutations/base/round of replication [40];
this rate provides the genetic variation potentially useful
for adaptation, but it is relatively low compared to the
typical error-prone replication rates associated with
RNA viruses [6,41]. One possible explanation is that the
inferred ‘stamping machine’ model of RNA segment
replication in phage ϕ6 should lead to fewer mutations
generated per infected cell, compared to a geometric
mode of replication occurring in other RNA viruses [40].
Regardless of the mechanistic explanation, one key result
from our study was that molecular evolutionary changes
were rather modest after 350 viral generations (sum total
of 2750 generations, adding together the generations
occurring on all of the branches in the tree; Figure 1);
clones isolated at the tree tips sometimes contained
only 4 substitutions separating them from the wildtype
ancestor. Although phage ϕ6 experiments on the order
of 50 to 300 generations can produce profound phe-
notypic changes under strong directional selection
[30,35,42], previous work and the current study suggest
that few underlying genetic substitutions may fix during
such timeframes [7] perhaps owing to strong clonal
interference among mutations of similar magnitude in
their beneficial effects.
Severe bottlenecking increases mutational load in

phage ϕ6 populations through effects of drift [29,35].
However, we estimate that 20 days of consecutive bottle-
necking should be required to fix roughly one mutation,
on average. The logic is the following. The estimated
genomic mutation rate in phage ϕ6 is gauged to be
0.067 deleterious mutations per generation [43], causing
one mutation on average to fix in a lineage after 20 bot-
tlenecks (i.e., 0.067 × 20 bottleneck events� 1.3), where
the majority of spontaneous mutations are assumed to
be deleterious. Thus, the 20-day bottlenecking treat-
ments may have caused fitness declines, but they were
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unexpected to cause large numbers of mutations to ac-
cumulate. In addition, to impose the conditions which
fostered drift over selection, we used the reliable method
of randomly choosing a single plaque (extreme bottle-
neck of N= 1) to propagate the evolving virus lineage
[29,30,35]. However, this method allows for considerable
within-plaque selection; despite the tight bottleneck, the
~4 generations of virus growth needed to produce a vis-
ible plaque allow for positive selection occurring during
this process [35]. For these reasons, our bottlenecking
method was unlikely to cause large numbers of fixed
molecular substitutions.
In the future, similar studies employing phage ϕ6

could use a mutagen to achieve higher mutation rates,
and relatively greater occurrence of substitutions per
unit time. However, we caution that while the mutation
rates of certain viruses can be manipulated by mutagens,
the resulting artificial mutant spectrum compromises
inferences drawn from a ‘known phylogeny’ experiment.
For instance, mutagenic deaminating agents cause sub-
stitution biases (G ! A, C ! T) that cannot be accur-
ately modeled with reversible substitution models [44].
Two solutions for avoiding insufficient change in
known-phylogeny experiments with viruses are to allow
evolution to proceed for a relatively long time, and to
evolve the phylogeny under conditions of continuous-
growth (e.g. in a chemostat) where very many genera-
tions can occur in a single day.

Fitness evolution: growth on P. phaseolicola
For the ancestor and sequenced clones, we measured a
phenotypic trait that was often a direct target of selec-
tion in our study: fitness (W) on the PP host. We
observed that all viruses retained the ability to infect the
original PP host even when evolved solely on ERA; in
contrast, Duffy et al. [7] showed that strict ERA selec-
tion can sometimes lead to fixation of a non-
synonymous mutation in P3 (not observed in the current
study) that prevents phage ϕ6 entry into PP host cells.
Thus, for all 32 sequenced viruses we conducted fitness
assays on PP against a genetically-marked common
competitor that contained a host-range mutation on seg-
ment M, and an inserted X-gal mutation on segment L
(see Methods). Assays were performed with six-fold rep-
lication, yielding 192 total measures (32 clones × 6 repli-
cates). These measures were log-transformed to improve
normality.
Because PP is the typical lab host for phage ϕ6, the a

priori prediction was that viruses evolved at large popu-
lation sizes on this host should show equal or higher fit-
ness relative to the ancestor (clone A1). Table 1 shows
mean lnW for each virus on PP. The mean lnW of the
ancestral clone A1 was determined to be significantly
greater than 0.0 (t-test with t= 11.71, df = 5, P <0.001),
indicating that the ancestor was more fit on PP than
the common competitor. We then conducted independ-
ent t-tests to gauge whether the mean lnW of a test virus
differed from that of the ancestor; because these tests
involved 31 comparisons versus the ancestor dataset we
conservatively gauged significance using a Bonferroni
correction of α= 0.0016 (i.e., 0.05 / 31). We observed
that fitness on PP statistically differed from the ancestor
in a majority of these comparisons (19 of 31 tests), and
most of these outcomes showed fitness significantly
lower than the ancestor (18 of 19 tests). Consistent with
our prediction, close inspection of these data and the
experimental design revealed that all clones which had
recently experienced constant selection on PP at large
population size (i.e., clones B1, C2, D3, D4, E8, F7, F16)
did not suffer a decrease in fitness on PP (cf. Figure 1,
Table 1). In contrast, 4 of 6 clones which had recently
undergone constant selection on ERA at large size (i.e.,
clones C1, D1, D2, E4) suffered a decline in fitness on
PP. These data suggested that selection for fitness im-
provement on ERA tended to trade off with performance
on PP see also [26].
Fitness declines on PP were also observed for clones

which were bottlenecked on either PP, ERA or alternat-
ing PP/ERA, and whose immediate predecessor clone
showed significantly lower fitness on PP (i.e., clones E1,
E2, E3); these data were consistent with predicted effects
of bottlenecking that cause drift to overwhelm positive
selection [29], preventing the lineages from regaining fit-
ness. For a detailed summary of the inferred effects of
population size on observed evolution of clone fitness
on PP, see the Additional file 1.
Figure 5A depicts the measured fitness changes on PP,

in relation to the bifurcating demes and two major
clades created in our study. It is evident that fitness on
PP tended to be much lower for lineages in the clade
where early evolution occurred on ERA, whereas it was
higher for the lineages in the clade that mostly experi-
enced PP. Again, this observation suggested that evolu-
tion on ERA tended to trade off with performance
on PP.

Fitness evolution: growth on P. pseudoalcaligenes ERA
We also determined how the fitness of viruses on ERA
changed in our study. Clone B1 was a direct descendent
of the ancestor, and contained a spontaneous host-range
mutation (K144R) in gene P3 on the M segment, allow-
ing infection of novel host ERA (Figure 1). We sought
to examine fitness on ERA for the 30 clones derived
from clone B1, but assays on ERA were not possible
for a subset of these viruses because they were never
directly exposed to ERA and therefore had experienced
a reverse mutation (R144K) preventing infection of
ERA (i.e., W= 0.0, lnW undefined). Thus, fitness assays



Table 1 Fitness of evolved viruses relative to the ancestral and predecessor strains, on the typical host P. phaseolicola,
and the novel host P. pseudoalcaligenes ERA

Clone Fitness on PP1 Relative to A12 Relative to
predecessor3

Fitness on ERA1 Relative to B14 Relative to
predecessor3

A1 (anc) 0.298 (0.062) n.a. n.a. — n.a. n.a.

B1 0.180 (0.226) −1.373 (0.262) n.a. n.a.

C1 −0.630 (0.219) # # −0.437 (0.221) " "
C2 0.121 (0.168) — — —

D1 −0.875 (0.083) # −0.277 (0.159) "
D2 −0.697 (0.236) # −0.527 (0.316) "
D3 0.272 (0.167) — — —

D4 0.327 (0.069) " — — —

E1 −0.935 (0.140) # −0.432 (0.097) "
E2 −0.855 (0.123) # −0.256 (0.104) "
E3 −0.651 (0.199) # −0.395 (0.222) "
E4 −0.640 (0.170) # 0.075 (0.275) " "
E5 −0.583 (0.185) # # — — —

E6 0.287 (0.065) −0.379 (0.237) " —

E7 −0.490 (0.122) # # — — —

E8 0.362 (0.228) — — —

F1 −0.480 (0.209) # " — — —

F2 −0.219 (0.264) # " 0.005 (0.265) " "
F3 −0.694 (0.167) # −0.264 (0.140) "
F4 0.142 (0.041) " " −0.242 (0.163) "
F5 −0.550 (0.278) # −0.045 (0.182) " "
F6 −0.401 (0.078) # " — — —

F7 0.387 (0.108) " 0.510 (0.242) " "
F8 0.101 (0.157) " 0.698 (0.122) " "
F9 −0.058 (0.114) # " — — —

F10 −0.066 (0.050) # " — — —

F11 0.283 (0.181) −0.332 (0.258) "
F12 0.287 (0.101) −0.222 (0.185) "
F13 −0.048 (0.168) # " — — —

F14 −0.845 (0.199) # # — — —

F15 0.494 (0.178) 1.028 (0.148) " —

F16 0.445 (0.117) — — —
1Values are means (std. dev.) of six log fitness estimates; " and # indicate significantly higher and lower fitness relative to ancestor or to immediate predecessor
clone; open cells indicate no statistical difference; — indicates test could not be performed.
2Tested relative to Bonferroni corrected probability of 0.0016.
3Tested relative to Bonferroni corrected probability of 0.025.
4Tested relative to Bonferroni corrected probability of 0.003.
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against the common competitor on ERA were conducted
for only 18 clones, yielding a total of 108 measures (18
clones × 6 replicates), which were log-transformed to
improve normality.
Our a priori prediction was that evolution on ERA at

large population size should lead to strong performance
on this host. Table 1 shows mean lnW for the 18 viruses
assayed on ERA. The mean lnW of clone B1 was
determined to be significantly lower than 0.0 (t-test with
t=−12.83, df = 5, P <0.001), indicating that clone B1 was
less fit on ERA than the common competitor. Independ-
ent t-tests gauged whether mean lnW of a test virus dif-
fered from that of clone B1; because these tests involved
17 comparisons versus B1 we employed a Bonferroni
correction of α= 0.003 (i.e., 0.05 / 17). We observed that
fitness on ERA was significantly greater than that of



Figure 5 Phenotypic evolution through time, in light of the imposed experimental design. Values are mean log fitness of sequenced
clones on (A) P. phaseolicola (PP) and on (B) P. pseudoalcaligenes (ERA). See Table 1 for numerical values and statistics.
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clone B1 in every comparison. This outcome was con-
sistent with the predicted improvement on ERA for
clones recently experiencing evolution on ERA at large
population size (i.e., clones C1, D1, D2, E4, F8, F15).
Interestingly, clones E1 thru E3 were direct descendents
of strong performers on ERA and maintained high fit-
ness on this host despite bottlenecking. The E1 clone, by
chance did not experience any mutations from its D1
ancestor. For E2 and E3, the result suggested that ERA
performance was less affected by drift occurring during
the 20-day bottlenecks, compared with typical debilitat-
ing effects of 20-day bottlenecking on PP fitness [29,35];
related to the above suggestion, one possibility is that
within-plaque growth/selection more easily counters the
effects of drift when phage ϕ6 is bottlenecked on ERA,
compared to identical propagation on PP. The
phenomenon may also explain why clone E6 showed
high fitness on ERA despite being subjected to bottle-
necks on this host. For additional discussion of ERA per-
formance shown by individual clones, see the Additional
file 1. Figure 5B summarizes the fitness values observed
on ERA, in relation to our experimental design. It is ob-
vious that the clade containing lineages mostly selected
on ERA tended to show high fitness values on ERA.

Fitness evolution relative to immediate predecessors
To examine fitness changes on selected and unselected
hosts over evolutionary time, we compared the pheno-
type of a virus clone to that of its immediate predecessor
clone: the virus used to initiate a bifurcation that
gave rise to the descendant clone. This effort yielded
up to 31 statistical comparisons for each of the three
measured traits, where we employed a Bonferroni cor-
rection of α= 0.025 for determining significant differ-
ences in t-tests where two clones were tested relative to
their common progenitor.
We observed that mean lnW of a virus clone on the

typical host PP did not always statistically differ from
that of its predecessor virus (Table 1). Fitness on PP
tended to be equal for clones isolated from lineages
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successively evolved on PP at constant large size (i.e.,
clones A1-B1-C2-D4-E8-F16; Figure 1); a linear regres-
sion showed that this trajectory of lnW through time
had positive slope but did not differ from zero
(m= 6.7 × 10−4, P= 0.10). However, fitness on ERA
showed a significantly positive increase through time
(linear regression: m= 6.1 × 10−3, P= 0.01) for clones
from lineages successively evolved on ERA (i.e., B1-C1-
D2-E4-F8; Figure 1). We found some evidence that the
viruses constantly evolved on ERA suffered a tradeoff in
performance on PP; the regression of differential per-
formance across hosts (lnWERA – lnWPP) versus time
was a decreasing function, but did not differ statistically
from zero (m=−1.2 × 10−3, P= 0.67). A similar analysis
was not possible for differential performance of PP-
evolved viruses across hosts, because most of these
clones could not infect ERA (Table 1). Additional dis-
cussion of individual clone performance on PP and/or
ERA relative to the immediate predecessor is contained
in the Additional file 1.

Limitations to inferring genotype-phenotype associations
We note one important caveat in interpreting the
phenotypic consequences of the molecular substitutions
stems from our acquisition of clones from each popula-
tion to conduct whole-genome sequencing. At the end
of each treatment period, as detailed in the Methods, a
single clone was chosen and this clone was then sub-
jected to sequencing. For example, we began a selective
regime with a clone whose sequence was known, the
clone was expanded into a population and that popula-
tion underwent a particular selective regime for a period
of time. Subsequently, an individual clone was selected
at random from the population, sequenced and mea-
sured phenotypically. We then inferred from the changes
separating the starting clone and the endpoint clone
how the virus population responded to selection.
Through this method, there was a chance that the clone
we chose was not representative of the parent popula-
tion. Thus, the molecular changes we observed were
not necessarily reflective of measurable performance
changes in the parent population; see also [35] for
related discussion. However, given the overall low num-
ber of observed changes in the experimental evolution,
we are confident that a discrepancy between clone-level
changes and majority alleles in the parent population
should occur with low probability, in turn suggesting
that the above-described associations should be generally
robust interpretations.

Evolution under host switching
The importance of the P3 protein in host switching
events in phage ϕ6 has been previously established
[36,45]. This study confirmed this observation, but
additionally brought to light the importance of the P12
protein in host switching events. This non-structural
protein controls the liberation of mature ϕ6 particles
from the host cytoplasmic membrane, but is not incor-
porated into the virion [46]. Like many eukaryotic
viruses, Cystoviridae have envelopes comprised of both
viral proteins and host lipids. Different hosts may have
different lipid constituents which are contributed to the
viral envelope and thus may require slightly altered
P12 proteins for efficient envelope assembly. We have
already shown that phage ϕ6 maturation in ERA affects
fitness when the virion infects PP, and vice versa [25,36].
We assume this epigenetic effect is mediated by the
lipids taken from these very different hosts, and we
speculate that our current results may relate to the
importance of host lipid incorporation for multiple host-
use in phage ϕ6.
As described above, we observed that non-

synonymous mutation F176L in gene P12 on the S seg-
ment was associated with a host switch to the novel host
ERA. This mutation seemed to revert when a virus
lineage was subsequently allowed to evolve on the typ-
ical host PP, as long as population size was constantly
large or decreased from large size to small size (Figure 2).
We hypothesized that the F176L mutation was beneficial
for ERA infection, but that the L176F reversion was
beneficial for growth on PP.
To confirm the hypothesized functional significance

of the allelic switch for growth on PP and ERA, we con-
ducted follow-up experimental evolution to test whether
population size and host type affected allele fixation in
test populations. The design for this experiment is
shown in Additional file 1. We isolated a single plaque-
purified copy of clone C1 that had evolved on ERA at
large population sizes; sequencing confirmed that this
clone contained the F176L mutation presumably benefi-
cial for ERA infection. This clone was used to found
four additional virus lineages that were evolved on PP
for 20 days (100 generations) at population bottlenecks
of either 10, 100, 103, or 104 pfu (Additional file 1). After
the evolution experiment, we used targeted consensus
sequencing of each test population to examine changes
in the P12 gene.
We observed that the L176F reversion was the domin-

ant allele (>92%) in the experimental populations
evolved at population sizes of 103 and 104 pfu. In con-
trast, the allelic reversion did not fix (<8%; limit of
detection) in the test populations evolved at bottleneck
sizes of 10 and 100 pfu. We then conducted a repeat of
this evolution experiment in a separate block (Additional
file 1), and observed qualitatively identical results. These
data strongly supported the idea that the non-
synonymous P12 mutation was beneficial for growth on
ERA and deleterious for performance on PP, whereas
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the reversion produced the opposite function. We con-
cluded that population sizes of 103 and larger were suffi-
cient for selection to efficiently drive the reversion to
high frequencies within 100 generations, when viruses
were cultured on the original PP host see also [30].
Why does fixation or dominance of reversion mutation

happen at some population sizes and not others?
Current literature emphasizes that waiting time for
selective sweeps does not necessarily explain what
happens in clonal microbial populations. Rather, there is
more likely genetic variation present at any one time
and selection draws upon this variation to produce
change; there is thus an importance of clonal interfer-
ence among variants of similar magnitude. In our
lineages where population size started large and became
small, we observed that the reversion fixed (or nearly
fixed). Likely such lineages of initially large size already
had the needed revertant present within their existing
variation, and it was able to spread through time even
though population size diminished. In contrast, the
lineages where population size started small and
increased had to wait for the revertant to appear, be-
cause the initially small size made it unlikely that the
needed genotype was initially present. The result was
that the revertant never fixed because enough time did
not elapse at large size for that revertant to exist within
the standing genetic variation.
But when population size was sufficiently large enough

for a lineage subsequently evolved on PP, the beneficial
revertant was able to spontaneously arise and fix in the
population. Because ERA and PP are distantly related
[27,28], one possible explanation is that the substitution
in the P12 assembly protein enables more effective
incorporation of ERA membrane lipids into the virus
envelope at the expense of effectively incorporating PP
membrane lipids.

Phylogenetic reconstruction
The bifurcating-deme structure we imposed in our
experiment afforded the possibility to test whether
phylogenetic methods could successfully reconstruct the
tree topology using genetic data alone. All methods
returned the same phylogeny with similar assessment of
uncertainty by bootstrap or posterior probability (Figure 6).
The lineage containing descendants of C1 (“ERA” clade;
Figure 2), were reconstructed with no false positive
clades and one false negative clade (F1 and F2 were not
recognized as a clade). The reconstructions for the des-
cendants of C2 (“PP” clade; Figure 3) were more mixed
with several false negatives and one false positive. The
false negatives involved failure to identify the clades des-
cended from D2 while the false positive involved placing
the F13 line together with F9-F12, creating an erroneous
clade of {F9, F10, F11, F12, F13}. The false negatives, that
is, the failure to resolve certain branches, is due to the
small number of polymorphic sites within our dataset.
Purifying and directional selection over linked loci seems
to have greatly reduced the phylogenetically informative
sites in our study. Some of the problems with the recon-
struction can be traced to particular mutational history.
As noted, the clade {F13, F14, F15, F16} is unresolved
in the estimated tree. The clade descendant from D4 is
delineated by Q8Q (1270 A!G) mutation in the P9 gene
on segment S. However, in both E7 and E8, direct des-
cendants of D4, there was a reversal synonymous Q8Q
(1270 G!A) mutation that erased the evolutionary his-
tory (Figure 3). A parallel mutation of A143A (1311
A!G) in M-P6 gene in both the E8 and F14 lineages
seems to be the main signature that caused F13 to erro-
neously fall into the clade that contains F9, F10, F11,
and F12. Finally, we used maximum likelihood ancestral
state estimation in PAUP to reconstruct the ancestral
sequences. All ancestral states were correctly recon-
structed with the exception of two sites. The first site
was the Q8Q(1270 A!G) site, which as described,
reverted back to the ancestral state in two descendent
lineages, in effect completely hiding the mutation in the
terminal lineages. No algorithm is expected to recon-
struct such exact reversions. The second site is the highly
variable F176L mutation in P12 gene of segment S dis-
cussed above, which showed parallel changes in four ter-
minal lineages. The terminal mutations were all C to T
changes in the terminal lineages, which are reversions to
state T of the common ancestor to all lineages, following
an early T to C change in the “ERA” clade. Therefore,
the true ancestral state was C but was incorrectly esti-
mated to the T state, reflecting the shared T state in the
“PP” clade as well as the T’s in the other terminal lineage
of the “ERA” clade. The high degree of parallel terminal
mutations is highly unlikely by standard probabilistic
models, as well as by the parsimony criterion and the
ancestral states of such singular events are not expected
to be estimated correctly. In sum, complex evolutionary
history, especially with selective pressures that can cause
parallel or reversal of specific loci, can cause difficulties
with phylogenetic reconstruction even when the whole
sequenced genome is available.
Regarding use of our dataset to investigate how envir-

onmental complexities (e.g., variable selection along
branches) impact the ability for phylogenetic methods
to accurately infer historical relationships, we observed
that none of the investigated methods could accurately
reconstruct the true phylogeny. This result is similar to
the observations of Bull et al. [11] in a previous known
phylogeny study. In the prior experiment, the failure was
due to the effects of convergence of the phylogenetic
topography. However, in the current study we showed
that the failure could occur due to a paucity of observed



Figure 6 Inferred topology using only aligned sequences from tips (clones F1 thru F16) of the tree. Maximum parsimony, maximum
likelihood, and Bayesian methods all yielded the same inferred tree (see text for details). MrBayes provided estimates of branch lengths. Numbers
at nodes indicate marginal posterior probabilities, and bootstrap percentages in parentheses.
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molecular changes. For example, two of the sixteen
endpoint lineages presented exactly the same genetic
sequence, rendering it impossible to distinguish them,
regardless of the method employed. Thus, we could not
effectively assess how variable selection impacted the use-
fulness of various methods of phylogenetic reconstruction.
Overall, the results of our dataset were not useful for

evaluating the relative effectiveness of the various meth-
ods due to the paucity of changes in some lineages.
However, when examining how well the methods per-
formed on the clade produced from the initial switch to
ERA, we observed that the methods were more accurate
in inferring the actual phylogeny; in particular, ML again
proved to be the most effective method for accurately
regenerating the actual clade.

Conclusions
Phylogenetic methods can often fail to resolve deep rela-
tionships with saturated molecular data; here we showed
a similar difficulty in using the methods to resolve the
simple bifurcating design implemented in this ~350 gen-
eration known phylogeny experiment. Using the natural
mutation rate of this RNA virus and environments simi-
lar to the selective pressures and population size changes
experienced by many viruses in nature, we were able to
demonstrate several aspects of viral evolution that can
confound the usefulness of phylogenetic algorithms: few
informative sites, and parallel and reversion mutations.
Because these complications will often occur when
tracking the evolution of emerging viruses, our work
implies that phylogenetic trees encompassing molecular
epidemiology over short timescales may tend to be
inaccurate. Specific to the study system, we identified that
the protein-coding gene P12 on the S segment of phage
ϕ6 is important for host-use selection in the virus. Our
study demonstrated that experimental evolution involving
a large number of increasingly diverged lineages is a use-
ful tool for testing evolutionary theory (accuracy of phylo-
genetic algorithms), as well as for discovering novel traits
(i.e., novel functions of P12) in evolving populations that
more narrowly-focused studies would omit.

Methods
Strains and culture conditions
The ancestor (‘wild type’) was a plaque-purified clone of
phage ϕ6 (strain #21781-B1, American Type Culture
Collection, Bethesda, MD), a member of family Cystovir-
idae: tri-partite dsRNA phage with lipid envelopes
[31,32]. Phage ϕ6 is typically cultured on P. phaseolicola
strain HB10Y (ATCC #21781). Mutations in gene P3
(attachment protein, M segment) allow phage ϕ6 to
infect novel hosts [36], including P. pseudoalcaligenes
ERA (provided by L. Mindich, Public Health Research
Institute, Newark, NJ).
We grew bacteria at 25°C in LC medium: Luria broth

(10 g NaCl, 10 g BactoW tryptone, and 5 g BactoW yeast
extract per liter) at pH 7.5 [26]. We initiated a culture
by growing a single colony overnight in 10 ml LC
medium with 120 rpm shaking, to attain stationary-
phase density (PP: ~4 × 109 cells ml−1; ERA: ~5 × 1010

cells ml−1). We stored bacterial stocks at −80°C in a 4:6
glycerol/LC (v/v) solution.
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We grew phage by mixing up to ~104 virus plaque-
forming units (pfu) with ~8× 108 stationary-phase bac-
terial cells in 3 ml of 0.7% top agar, overlaid on a 1.5%
agar plate. After 24-hour incubation at 25°C, the viruses
formed visible plaques (holes) in the bacterial lawn
growing in the agar overlay. The initial phage to bacteria
ratio caused the vast majority of infections to be clonal
(i.e., each virus infected an individual cell). Thus, we
assumed a single virus initiated a plaque, which con-
tained ~1010 pfu resulting from ~5 generations of virus
growth; this estimate assumes a burst size of ~100 parti-
cles per infected cell in each generation (i.e., 1005 = 1010

pfu) [24]. When plating inocula of ~103 – 104 pfu, this
produced a ‘lacey lawn’ characterized by considerable
overlap among the resulting ~103 – 104 plaques during
late stages of growth on agar. Plaque overlap can cause
phage to locally outnumber bacteria, permitting virus
co-infection of the same cell and segment reassortment
(genetic exchange) between phage genotypes known to
occur in nature [47,48]. However, this method produces
only a tiny minority subpopulation of reassortants, un-
like experiments where ‘infective centers’ (cells with
multiple pre-adsorbed phage) are plated to promote high
levels of co-infection throughout plaque growth [24,42].
We prepared virus lysates by harvesting plaques into LC
broth, followed by 10 min centrifugation at 3000 rpm;
we filtered (0.22 μm, DuraporeW; Millipore, Bedford,
MA) supernatant to remove bacteria. We serially trans-
ferred a lineage by diluting the lysate to repeat the
process described above. In all experiments, we grew
phage on naïve (non co-evolved) bacteria freshly pre-
pared from frozen stock, to prevent the possibility that
bacteria would evolve resistance to phage attack. We
stored lysates and virus clones (single plaques isolated
from top agar) at −20oC in 4:6 glycerol/LC.
Experimental evolution conditions
We used phage ϕ6 inoculum containing ~103 pfu to
found a single lineage, evolved for 10 days (50 phage
generations) of serial transfer on P. phaseolicola (here-
after ‘PP’) lawns. This evolving lineage fluctuated
between the imposed transfer size of ~103 individuals
(i.e., pfu placed in the agar at each serial transfer) and a
maximum of ~1013 individuals (i.e., 103 resulting plaques
multiplied by 1010 pfu per plaque). Thus, each serial
transfer imposed a bottleneck in the number of indivi-
duals that resulted from the unrestricted growth on
the agar plates. After 10 days we bifurcated the lineage
to create two new lineages: one evolved on novel host
P. pseudoalcaligenes ERA (hereafter ‘ERA’) and one
that continued evolution on PP (Figure 1). To do so,
the day-10 lineage was diluted onto an ERA lawn to
obtain distinct (non-overlapping) plaques, containing virus
particles capable of infecting both PP and ERA. A sample
from this plaque founded the two lineages that evolved
separately under the above conditions, for 10 additional
days. We stored a copy of this clone (and all others
giving rise to bifurcation events) in the freezer for later
analysis. We used this general protocol with variations in
the bottleneck sizes at each serial transfer to create our
16-tip bifurcated tree (Figure 1).
The study contained five other selection treatments.

Two treatments matched the PP and ERA passages,
except that each day the evolving virus lineage experi-
enced a bottleneck size of N= 1, where a single plaque
was isolated at random and used to propagate the popu-
lation following described methods [29]. This bottleneck
caused drift to overwhelm the 5 generations of positive
selection occurring during plaque formation, allowing
non-lethal mutations to fix in the evolving lineage
[29,30,35]. A similar treatment imposed bottlenecks of
N= 1, but using daily alternating infections of PP and
ERA hosts. Last, two additional treatments imposed dif-
fering bottlenecks (i.e., N= 10, 102, 103, and 104) that
increased or decreased in size. For each of these trans-
fers, we obtained plaques from the entire plate and
titered them to the appropriate size; thus, the next gen-
eration represented a random subset of plaque clones
from the previous generation. We imposed treatments
for either 10 or 20 days (Figure 1). Whereas experimen-
tal evolution studies often contain replicated treatment
populations founded by a common ancestor (i.e., polyt-
omy: node with more than two immediate descending
branches) [7,24,26,49], our study purposefully included a
bifurcating deme design consistent with prior known
phylogeny studies [10,12], and replicated treatments
nested within the tree.
Total duration of the experiment was 350 generations

from the root of the tree to the tips; the entire tree
represented 2750 generations of evolution. In addition
to the clone samples taken at the nodes of the tree, we
obtained single clones at the tips. This scheme yielded
32 clones for genome sequencing (16 tips + 15 nodes + 1
ancestor). Also, we isolated population samples every
5 days of evolution and stored these in the freezer for
future analyses.
Sequencing
We used a virus clone to obtain a high-titer lysate, fol-
lowed by genomic RNA extraction (QiaAMP viral RNA
extraction kit; Qiagen Inc., Valencia, CA) and conversion
to cDNA using RT-PCR with Superscript polymerase
and random hexamer primers (Invitrogen, Carlsbad,
CA). We used standard PCR methods to amplify 93.2%
of the genome excluding the single-stranded ends
of each segment [7], and purified PCR reactions for
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sequencing using ExoSAP-It (US Biological, Swampscott,
MA). The University of Pennsylvania DNA Sequencing
Facility Sanger performed sequencing using standard
methods; we ran sufficient reactions to ensure double-
coverage of every nucleotide in each of the 32 nearly
whole-genome sequences. All sequences are available
through Genbank (accession numbers: JX481790 –
JX481885).

Phylogenetic analyses
We performed phylogenetic reconstructions using max-
imum parsimony (MP) and maximum likelihood (ML)
in PAUP* [50], and Bayesian estimate using MrBayes
[51]. We aligned L, M, and S segments of the genomes
into a concatenated dataset. Multiple sequence align-
ment was straightforward as no indels were observed in
the sequences. For MP, we exhaustively searched the tree
space by the branch and bound method, and we used
bootstrap re-sampling to assess clade replication using
500 replicates. For the probability models, we first used
MrBayes with GTR model and Gamma+ Inv and exam-
ined the posterior parameter estimates. The estimated
gamma parameter and proportion of invariant sites sug-
gested two nearly equally probable models: a model with
no invariant sites and high rate variation and a model
with high proportion of invariant sites (0.97) and no rate
variation. Given the low level of variant sites in our data-
set, for the remaining analysis we used GTR as base
model and invariant proportion of 0.97 for both the ML
and Bayesian analyses. ML analysis was carried out for
500 bootstrap replications using TBR heuristic search
and MrBayes analysis was carried out to 200,000 sam-
ples with 50% burn-in; all diagnostic statistics indicated
sufficient convergence by 120,000 generations.

Fitness assays
Using published methods [29] we assayed fitness on
PP, as well as on ERA if the test phage contained a
host-range mutation. We measured fitness relative to
common competitor phage PT88: wild type phage ϕ6
containing a host-range mutation on segment M and
an engineered mutation (fragment of the Escherichia
coli lacZ gene for beta-galactosidase) on segment L
[49,52]. We mixed the test phage and PT88 at a 1:1 volu-
metric ratio, and then plated a dilution of this mixture
containing ~400 viruses onto a host lawn of PP or ERA.
After 24 hr incubation, we harvested and filtered ~400
pfu to obtain a cell free lysate. We tracked the ratio of
test virus to PT88 in the starting mixture (R0) and in the
harvested lysate (R1) by plating on lawns of LM1034:
PP containing the complementing fragment of the E. coli
lacZ gene [52]. LM1034 allows the marked compe-
titor to produce blue plaques on agar containing X-gal
(0.4% w/v), whereas unmarked phage produce colorless
plaques. We defined fitness (W) as the relative change in
ratios, W=R1 / R0. Thus, we assayed fitness on either PP
or ERA, but tracked competitor ratios on LM1034 lawns.

Additional file

Additional file 1: Detailed descriptions of the fitness of individual
virus clones on Pseudomonas phaseolicola and P. pseudoalcaligenes
ERA bacteria, and a supplementary figure showing the experimental
design to confirm selection for allele reversion when phage are
passaged on P. phaseolicola.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
PT conceived of the study, designed the experiment, performed statistical
analysis, and drafted the manuscript. RCM conducted and analyzed the
phenotypic assays and follow-up experimental evolution, and helped draft
the manuscript. SD conducted the sequence alignment and analyzed the
molecular genetic data. RM conducted the ‘known phylogeny’ experimental
evolution, and obtained some of the phenotypic data. LSW tested the
accuracy of algorithms used in phylogenetic reconstruction, and contributed
to the writing. YY and SJL sequenced virus clones. JK provided part of the
genomic sequence, analyzed the molecular genetic data, and drafted the
manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements
We thank D. Kysela, D. Hillis, J. Felsenstein, M. Donoghue, J. Townsend, T.
Warnow, three anonymous reviewers, and members of the Turner Lab for
valuable feedback on the study. S.D. was supported by a Predoctoral
Fellowship from the Howard Hughes Medical Institute. P.E.T. was supported
by grants #DEB-ITR-0331654 and #DEB-1021243 from the U.S. National
Science Foundation.

Author details
1Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Yale University, New
Haven, CT 06520, USA. 2Department of Pathology, University of Pennsylvania,
Philadelphia, PA 19104, USA. 3Department of Biology, University of
Pennsylvania, PhiladelphiaPA 19104, USA. 4Current address: Sapphire Energy,
Inc., 3115 Merryfield Row, San Diego, CA 92121, USA. 5Current address:
Department of Ecology, Evolution and Natural Resources, Rutgers, The State
University of New Jersey, New Brunswick, NJ 08901, USA. 6Current address:
Stanford School of Medicine, 300 Pasteur Drive, Stanford, CA 94305, USA.

Received: 21 March 2012 Accepted: 16 August 2012
Published: 22 August 2012

References
1. Luria SE, Delbrück M: Mutations of bacteria from virus sensitivity to virus

resistance. Genetics 1943, 28:491–511.
2. Hershey AD, Chase M: Independent functions of viral protein and nucleic

acid in growth of bacteriophage. J Gen Physiol 1952, 36:39–56.
3. Crick FHC, Barnett L, Brenner S, Watts-Tobin RJ: General nature of the

genetic code for proteins. Nature 1961, 192:1227–1232.
4. Elena SF, Agudelo-Romero P, Carrasco P, Codoner FM, Martin S, Torres-

Barcelo C, Sanjuan R: Experimental evolution of plant RNA viruses.
Heredity 2008, 100:478–483.

5. Dennehy JJ: Bacteriophages as model organisms for virus emergence
research. Trends Microbiol 2009, 17:450–457.

6. Duffy S, Shackelton LA, Holmes EC: Rates of evolutionary change in
viruses: patterns and determinants. Nat Rev Genet 2008, 9:267–276.

7. Duffy S, Burch CL, Turner PE: Evolution of host specificity drives
reproductive isolation among RNA viruses. Evolution 2007, 61:2614–2622.

8. Remold S, Rambaut A, Turner PE: Evolutionary genomics of host
adaptation in VSV. Mol Biol Evol 2008, 25:1138–1147.

9. Turner PE, Morales NM, Alto BW, Remold SK: Role of evolved host breadth
in the initial emergence of an RNA virus. Evolution 2010, 64:3273–3286.

http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2148-12-153-S1.docx


Turner et al. BMC Evolutionary Biology 2012, 12:153 Page 15 of 15
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/12/153
10. Bull JJ, Cunningham CW, Molineux IJ, Badgett MR, Hillis DM: Experimental
molecular evolution of bacteriophage-T7. Evolution 1993, 47:993–1007.

11. Bull JJ, Badgett MR, Wichman HA, Huelsenbeck JP, Hillis DM, Gulati A, Ho C,
Molineux IJ: Exceptional convergent evolution in a virus. Genetics 1997,
147:1497–1507.

12. Cunningham CW, Zhu H, Hillis DM: Best-fit maximum likelihood models
for phylogenetic inference: empirical tests with known phylogenies.
Evolution 1998, 52:978–987.

13. Hull R: Matthews’ Plant Virology. 4th edition. San Diego: Academic Press; 2001.
14. Calendar RL (Ed): The Bacteriophages. 2nd edition. New York: Oxford

University Press; 2006.
15. Knipe DM, Howley PM (Eds): Fields Virology. 5th edition. Philadelphia:

Lippincott Williams & Wilkins; 2006.
16. Dennehy JJ, Friedenberg NA, Yang YW, Turner PE: Virus population

extinction via ecological traps. Ecol Lett 2007, 10:230–240.
17. Morse SS: Examining the origins of emerging viruses. In Emerging Viruses.

Edited by Morse SS. New York: Oxford University Press; 1993:10–28.
18. Moya A, Holmes EC, Gonzalez-Candelas F: The population genetics and

evolutionary epidemiology of RNA viruses. Nature Rev Microbiol 2004,
2:279–288.

19. Coffin JM: HIV population dynamics in vivo: implications for genetic
variation, pathogenesis, and therapy. Science 1995, 267:483–489.

20. Delwart E, Magierowska M, Royz M, Foley B, Peddada L, Smith R,
Heldebrant C, Conrad A, Busch M: Homogeneous quasispecies in 16 out
of 17 individuals during very early HIV-1 primary infection. AIDS 2002,
16:189–195.

21. Moury B, Fabre F, Senoussi R: Estimation of the number of virus
particles transmitted by an insect vector. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2007,
104:17891–17896.

22. Elena S, Sanjuan R: Virus evolution: insights from an experimental
approach. AREE 2007, 38:27–52.

23. Hillis DM, Bull JJ, White ME, Badgett MR, Molineux IJ: Experimental
phylogenetics: generation of a known phylogeny. Science 1992,
255:589–592.

24. Turner PE, Chao L: Sex and the evolution of intrahost competition in RNA
virus ϕ6. Genetics 1998, 150:523–532.

25. Dennehy JJ, Friedenberg NA, Holt RD, Turner PE: Virus ecology and the
maintenance of novel host use. Am Nat 2006, 167:429–439.

26. Dennehy JJ, Friedenberg NA, McBride RC, Holt RD, Turner PE: Experimental
evidence that source genetic variation drives pathogen emergence. Proc
R Soc: Biol Sci 2010, 277:3113–3121.

27. Anzai Y, Kim H, Park JY, Wakabayashi H, Oyaizu H: Phylogenetic affiliation
of the pseudomonads based on 16S rRNA sequence. Int J Systematic
Evolutionary Microbiol 2000, 50:1563–1589.

28. Tayeb LA, Ageron E, Grimont F, Grimont PAD: Molecular phylogeny of the
genus Pseudomonas based on rpoB sequences and application for the
identification of isolates. Res Microbiol 2005, 156:763–773.

29. Chao L: Fitness of RNA virus decreased by Muller’s ratchet. Nature 1990,
348:454–455.

30. Burch CL, Chao L: Evolution by small steps and rugged landscapes in the
RNA virus phi 6. Genetics 1999, 151:921–927.

31. Vidaver KA, Koski RK, Van Etten JL: Bacteriophage ϕ6: a lipid-containing
virus of Pseudomonas phaseolicola. J Virol 1973, 11:799–805.

32. Mindich L: Phages with segmented double-stranded RNA genomes.
In The Bacteriophages. 2nd edition. Edited by Calendar R. New York:
Oxford University Press; 2006:197–207.

33. Mindich L, Sinclair JF, Levine D, Cohen J: Genetic studies of temperature-
sensitive and nonsense mutants of bacteriophage phi-6. Virology 1976,
75:218–223.

34. Turner PE, Burch C, Hanley K, Chao L: Hybrid frequencies confirm limit to
coinfection in the RNA bacteriophage ϕ6. J Virol 1999, 73:2420–2424.

35. Montville R, Froissart R, Remold SK, Tenaillon O, Turner PE: Evolution of
mutational robustness in RNA viruses. PLoS Biol 2005, 3:1939–1945.

36. Duffy S, Turner PE, Burch CL: Pleiotropic costs of niche expansion in the
RNA bacteriophage Φ6. Genetics 2006, 172:751–757.

37. Mindich L, Lehman J: Characterization of phi-6 mutants that are
temperature sensitive in the morphogenetic protein-P12. Virology 1983,
127:438–445.

38. Stitt BL, Mindich L: Morphogenesis of bacteriophage ϕ6: a presumptive
viral membrane precursor. Virology 1983, 127:446–458.
39. Sinclair JF, Tzagoloff A, Levine D, Mindich L: Proteins of bacteriophage
phi6. J Virol 1975, 16:685–695.

40. Chao L, Rang CU, Wong LE: Distribution of spontaneous mutants and
inferences about the replication mode of the RNA bacteriophage Φ6.
J Virol 2002, 76:3276–3281.

41. Drake JW: A constant rate of spontaneous mutation in DNA-based
microbes. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 1991, 88:7160–7164.

42. Turner PE, Chao L: Prisoner's dilemma in an RNA virus. Nature 1999,
398:441–443.

43. Burch CL, Chao L: Epistasis and its relationships to canalization in the
RNA virus ϕ6. Genetics 2004, 167:559–567.

44. Brunstein A, Varuzza L, Sanson GFO, Briones MRS: Changes in G+C
content of a neutrally evolving gene under a non-reversible dynamics
measured by computer simulations based on experimental evolution
data. Genetics Mol Biol 2004, 27:632–636.

45. Ferris MT, Joyce P, Burch CL: High frequency of mutations that expand
the host range of an RNA virus. Genetics 2007, 176:1013–1022.

46. Laurinavicius S, Kakela R, Bamford DH, Somerharju P: The origin of
phospholipids of the enveloped bacteriophage phi6. Virology 2004,
326:182–190.

47. Silander OK, Weinreich DM, Wright KM, O’Keefe K, Rang C, Turner PE,
Chao L: Widespread genetic exchange among terrestrial bacteriophages.
Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2005, 102:19009–19014.

48. O’Keefe K, Silander OK, McCreery H, Weinreich DM, Wright KM, Chao L,
Edwards SV, Remold SK, Turner PE: Geographic differences in sexual
reassortment in RNA phage. Evolution 2010, 64:3010–3023.

49. Froissart R, Wilke C, Montville R, Remold S, Chao L, Turner PE: Co-infection
weakens selection against epistatic mutations in RNA viruses. Genetics
2004, 168:9–19. Corrigendum: Genetics 2006, 172:2705.

50. Swofford DL: PAUP*. Phylogenetic Analysis Using Parsimony (*and Other
Methods). Version 4. Sunderland: Sinauer Associates; 2002.

51. Huelsenbeck JP, Ronquist F: MRBAYES: Bayesian inference of phylogenetic
trees. Bioinformatics 2001, 17:754–755.

52. Onodera S, Qiao X, Gottlieb P, Strassman J, Frilander M, Mindich L: RNA
structure and heterologous recombination in the double-stranded RNA
bacteriophage phi-6. J Virol 1993, 67:4914–4922.

doi:10.1186/1471-2148-12-153
Cite this article as: Turner et al.: Evolutionary genomics of host-use in
bifurcating demes of RNA virus phi-6. BMC Evolutionary Biology 2012
12:153.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit


	Abstract
	Background
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Experimental overview

	Results and discussion
	Molecular evolution

	link_Fig1
	Reversion mutations

	link_Fig2
	link_Fig3
	Accounting for low rates of molecular change

	link_Fig4
	Fitness evolution: growth on P. phaseolicola
	Fitness evolution: growth on P. pseudoalcaligenes ERA

	link_Tab1
	Fitness evolution relative to immediate predecessors

	link_Fig5
	Limitations to inferring &b_k;genotype-&e_k;&b_k;phenotype&e_k; associations
	Evolution under host switching
	Phylogenetic reconstruction

	Conclusions
	Methods
	Strains and culture conditions

	link_Fig6
	Experimental evolution conditions
	Sequencing
	Phylogenetic analyses
	Fitness assays

	Additional file
	Competing interests
	Authors´ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References
	link_CR1
	link_CR2
	link_CR3
	link_CR4
	link_CR5
	link_CR6
	link_CR7
	link_CR8
	link_CR9
	link_CR10
	link_CR11
	link_CR12
	link_CR13
	link_CR14
	link_CR15
	link_CR16
	link_CR17
	link_CR18
	link_CR19
	link_CR20
	link_CR21
	link_CR22
	link_CR23
	link_CR24
	link_CR25
	link_CR26
	link_CR27
	link_CR28
	link_CR29
	link_CR30
	link_CR31
	link_CR32
	link_CR33
	link_CR34
	link_CR35
	link_CR36
	link_CR37
	link_CR38
	link_CR39
	link_CR40
	link_CR41
	link_CR42
	link_CR43
	link_CR44
	link_CR45
	link_CR46
	link_CR47
	link_CR48
	link_CR49
	link_CR50
	link_CR51
	link_CR52


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.440 793.440]
>> setpagedevice


