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Spatial distribution of conspecific 
genotypes within chimeras 
of the branching coral Stylophora 
pistillata
Gabriele Guerrini 1,2, Dor Shefy1,2,3, Jacob Douek1, Nadav Shashar2, Tamar L. Goulet 4* & 
Baruch Rinkevich 1

Chimerism is a coalescence of conspecific genotypes. Although common in nature, fundamental 
knowledge, such as the spatial distribution of the genotypes within chimeras, is lacking. Hence, we 
investigated the spatial distribution of conspecific genotypes within the brooding coral Stylophora 
pistillata, a common species throughout the Indo-Pacific and Red Sea. From eight gravid colonies, we 
collected planula larvae that settled in aggregates, forming 2–3 partner chimeras. Coral chimeras grew 
in situ for up to 25 months. Nine chimeras (8 kin, 1 non-related genotypes) were sectioned into 7–17 
fragments (6–26 polyps/fragment), and genotyped using eight microsatellite loci. The discrimination 
power of each microsatellite-locus was evaluated with 330 ‘artificial chimeras,’ made by mixing DNA 
from three different S. pistillata genotypes in pairwise combinations. In 68% of ‘artificial chimeras,’ 
the second genotype was detected if it constituted 5–30% of the chimera. Analyses of S. pistillata 
chimeras revealed that: (a) chimerism is a long-term state; (b) conspecifics were intermixed (not 
separate from one another); (c) disproportionate distribution of the conspecifics occurred; (d) cryptic 
chimerism (chimerism not detected via a given microsatellite) existed, alluding to the underestimation 
of chimerism in nature. Mixed chimerism may affect ecological/physiological outcomes for a 
chimera, especially in clonal organisms, and challenges the concept of individuality, affecting our 
understanding of the unit of selection.

Many biological studies assume that an organism, even a clonal one, is composed of a single genotype. This may 
not always be the case. Chimerism is the biological state of an organism harboring cells derived from at least 
two genetically distinct  conspecifics1. Although chimerism occurs in a myriad of  taxa2 within  protists3,  fungi2,4, 
 plants5,  algae6,7,  sponges8,  tunicates9,10,  cnidarians10–12,  crustaceans13,  echinoderms14 and vertebrates, including 
 humans15, knowledge about its ramification on the ecology and evolution of the organisms is sparse. Chimerism is 
a disparate phenomenon from genetic mosaicism, which is brought about by the presence of a somatic mutation 
in a subset of cells that differs from the inherited germline  genome16,17. Yet, when studies find genetic differences 
within a single individual, they often attribute them to somatic  mutations4,18–22. Chimerism challenges the concept 
of individuality and the unit of  selection23–25, and highlights chimeric specific  traits26–28. Chimerism can confer 
benefits to the chimeric  individual2,26,27 such as enhanced  survivorship11, increased growth  rates11,29, enhanced 
reproductive  output6,30, and stress  resistance30,31. Conversely, costs to  chimerism3,27 may include somatic and 
germ cell  parasitism21,26, morphological  disorders26,29,32,  diseases26 and reproductive  sterility33.

To address the importance of chimerism in a given species, including the role of the conspecifics in the 
ecology and physiology of the chimeric entity, it is imperative to understand how the different genotypes are 
distributed within the chimera. Chimeras may occur as: (a) mixed chimeras, where both partners are intermixed 
in the soma, in equal or different proportions. Various types of mixed chimerism were recorded in vertebrates, 
(further coined in humans as microchimerism)15,  tunicates28,  sponges8 and  algae34, (b) sectorial chimeras, where 
allogeneic partners occupy territories within a single organism without being intermingled on the cellular  level18, 
or (c) purged chimeras, where one of the partners is eventually purged from the soma, an outcome documented 
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in  tunicates9. Sampling methodologies, ethical and/or temporal challenges constrained the evaluation of, and 
conclusions about, spatial distribution within chimeras. For example, in many studies, as in  vertebrates15, the 
whole organism was not investigated, or the spatial distributions within chimeras were followed for only a few 
days  (sponges8).

Furthermore, whenever a chimeric entity gives rise to clones, the spatial distribution of the conspecific 
genotypes may affect the reproductive outcome and population structure, particularly in taxa that reproduce 
asexually and do not sequester the germ-line. Depending on the genotypic distribution within the chimera, 
the resulting clones may also be chimeras or include only one of the conspecific genotypes. Many hermatypic 
corals, the frame builders of coral reefs, can produce clones. In addition, the vast majority of hermatypic corals 
are colonial organisms, whereby, following settlement and metamorphosis of the larva (planula), the primary 
polyp, via budding, produces the coral colony. Hermatypic corals can exhibit  chimerism11,12,29,32,35,36. Chimera 
establishment occurs in the early astogenetic  stages35,37. One of the coral species capable of forming chimeras is 
the brooding coral Stylophora pistillata11,30–32,37, a species widely distributed in the Indo-Pacific and the Red Sea, 
where it is abundant on shallow coral  reefs38. Since chimerism in S. pistillata is well established, the objectives of 
this study were to determine the spatial distribution of conspecific genotypes in up to 25-month old chimeras 
and to establish the detection threshold for chimeras utilizing microsatellite markers.

Results
To establish microsatellite detection threshold, tissue samples were taken from three S. pistillata colonies (geno-
types, SP1, SP2, SP3), situated ~ 4–6 km apart and 30 pairwise genotypic combinations were performed (called 
‘artificial chimeras’; detailed in “Methods”, Fig. S1). We then studied the spatial distribution of genotypes within 
established S. pistillata chimeras obtained from kin and genetically non-related planulae. The majority of the 
chimeras were derived from kin planulae, and only a few arose from genetically non-related planulae. This out-
come was a consequence of either mortality after fusion or rejection of conspecific spat (young settlers) forming 
the chimera in the early astogeny.

Microsatellites’ discrimination power. We scored 30 pairwise genotypic combinations, which resulted 
in 330 ‘artificial’ chimera mixtures. The thresholds for detecting the least common partner in artificial chimeras 
depended on the genotypes compared (SP1 vs SP2, SP1 vs. SP3 or SP2 vs. SP3) and the microsatellite locus used 
(Table 1). In many instances, we detected the co-occurrence of both genotype peaks in the electropherogram, 
while in others, images with smaller peaks (ranging 100–500 fluorescence units) at expected bp sizes were vis-
ible (Table 1). Five scenarios (number of allele/locus at specific SP combinations) of SP3 vs. SP1 or SP2 were not 
fully resolved (Table 1). The combination SP3 > SP2 showed two alleles/locus (Stylo_72), preventing us from 
discriminating between the two genets (cryptic chimerism, chimerism not detected via a given microsatellite 
[CR-Chim]). SP2 > SP3 with microsatellite Stylo_72, failed to discern the least common genet. Additionally, in 
SP1 vs. SP3, microsatellite Stylo_55 was unable to disclose the two genets (Table 1). The co-occurrence of both 
conspecific genotypes in the ‘artificial chimera’ combinations was detected at different thresholds. In 28% of the 
‘artificial chimera’ combinations, the least common genotype was detected even when it constituted only 5–10% 
of the genetic mixture. In 20% of the ‘artificial chimeras’, the proportion of the least common genotype had to be 
above 15–20% or 25–30% for it to be visualized. In another 20%, the threshold for detection of the less common 
genotype was when it constituted 35–40% of the ‘artificial chimera’ combination, and in 12% of the combina-
tions, detection of the second genotype occurred at 45–50%. When considering the genotypic combinations 
with low fluorescence units, 5–10% thresholds for detecting the least common genotype were needed in 60% of 
the combinations, while 15–20% and 25–35% thresholds levels, each, were required in 20% of the combinations.

Intra-organismal architecture of coral chimeras. Fusion between spat often started with a limited 
zone of continuous tissue/deposited calcium carbonate between the primary polyps (Fig. 1). In early astogenic 
stages following fusions, it was possible to morphologically distinguish between the founding partners (Fig. 1). 
After 2–6 months, the fusion of the partners progressed into a morphologically united coral colony where usu-
ally neither one of the partners could be discerned morphologically (Fig. 1). To reveal the presence and type of 
chimerism, microsatellite profiling analyses were performed on the nine chimeras (8 made of kin, 1 of genetically 
non-related offspring; cut to 154 fragments), sampled up to 25 months following fusion. To substantiate the chi-
meras, microsatellite profiling was also performed on the eight mother colonies (Table S1; A–H; 40 fragments), 
and two control colonies, non-chimeric colonies formed from planulae released at the same time as the planulae 
that formed chimeras (Fig. S2, Table S2; 14 fragments). The maternal colonies and the two 25-month-old control 
colonies were homogeneous for all eight microsatellite loci studied with no detectable mosaicism or chimerism 
(Table 2, Table S2). Out of the nine chimeras the microsatellite profile in four of these chimeras (Chimera_33, 40, 
43 and 82) revealed the presence of a third allele in several fragments, expounding the chimeric status of these 
colonies (Fig. 1, Figs. S4, S5, S6, S7, Table 2). The microsatellite profiles of the other five chimeras contained only 
two alleles/locus (Fig. S3, Table S3), and were thus considered to consist of a single genotype (taking into account 
the discrimination power of microsatellites, as revealed from the ‘artificial chimeras’ results).

Chimerism in the 11-month-old Chimera_33 was detected in 6 of the 7 fragments (one fragment yielded no 
DNA), demonstrating that chimerism existed nearly a year after the chimera formation (Fig. 1, Fig. S4; Table 2). 
Although the microsatellites were variable, their discerning power was not uniform. Microsatellite Stylo_80 
(alleles 181/190/198) was the only polymorphic microsatellite locus that clearly showed chimerism in all frag-
ments, unveiling the cryptic chimerism (CR-Chim) status in these fragments, as chimerism was not detected in 
some instances by other microsatellite loci. Microsatellite Stylo_73 showed homozygosity in fragments 2 and 
3 (alleles 163/163), while fragments 4–7 showed the two alleles of the mother colony (163/206), microsatellite 
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Stylo_72 was homozygotic on a mother colony’s single allele (115 bp) and microsatellite Stylo_55 did not suc-
cessfully amplify any allele in either Chimera_33 or the maternal colony (Fig. S4, Table 2).

Chimera_40 was collected after 9 months in the nursery and showed chimerism in 12 of the 15 fragments 
(two fragments failed to amplify and one fragment was resolved as a single genet), where 4 of the 12 fragments 
were identified as CR-Chim (Fig. 1, Fig. S5, Table 2). Microsatellite Stylo_80 (181/190/226) detected the presence 
of chimerism in fragments 8–15, results supported by microsatellite Stylo_73 (179/191/218) in fragments 11, 
14 and 15 (Fig. S5). Chimerism was further identified by microsatellite Stylo_80 in fragments 8–15 with cryptic 
chimeric status in fragment 7, that were assigned as chimeras by Stylo_72. As we did not detect fragments with 
single genets, fragments 2–4 and 6–7 were assigned as cryptic chimerism. Oddly, microsatellite Stylo_82 did not 
detect the mother allele in fragments 2, 3 and 10–13 (Table 2).

In the 11-month-old Chimera_82, the chimeric status was detected in 4 of the 8 fragments mainly by micros-
atellite Stylo_80 (alleles 190/202/226) in fragments 3–6, while fragments 1, 2 and 7–9 revealed two distinct genets, 

Table 1.  Stylophora pistillata ‘artificial chimeras:’ genet profiles and the detection thresholds of microsatellite 
loci. All possible pairwise combinations (Pair) of DNA mixtures of three S. pistillata genotypes (SP1, SP2, SP3), 
presented from 100% of the abundant genotype/0% second genotype to 50%/50% genotypic concentration 
ratio. Five microsatellites (STR, Stylo_n) are presented, with microsatellite allele sizes (bp) appearing in the 
100% column. Dark-grey areas highlight DNA ratios where both genotypes were clearly detected by a specific 
microsatellite; light-grey areas highlight DNA ratios where the least common genotype was elucidated in the 
100–500 fluorescence unit range. Asterisks denote non-resolutive microsatellites due to shared allele sizes in 
specific pairwise combinationns.

Pair STR
Abundant genotype concentration (%)

100 98 95 90 85 80 75 70 65 60 55 50

SP1 

> 

SP2

17 199/312

55 282/282

72 130/130

73 199/210

80 202/206

SP2

> 

SP1

17 172/316

55 294/294

72 103/115

73 206/215

80 186/198

SP1 

> 

SP3

17 199/312

55* 282/282

72 130/130

73 199/210

80 202/206

SP3 

> 

SP1

17 172/316

55* 282/282

72 115/115

73 175/206

80 190/190

SP2 

> 

SP3

17* 172/316

55 294/294

72* 103/115

73 206/215

80 186/198

SP3 

> 

SP2

17* 172/316

55 282/282

72 115/115

73 174/206

80 190/190
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Figure 1.  Chimerism and its detection in the coral Stylophora pistillata. Three bi-chimeras Chimera_33 (a1–4), 
Chimera_40 (b1–4), and Chimera_82 (c1–4) and a three-partner chimera, Chimera_43 (d1–4) are depicted. 
Chimeric sampling (a–d5) occurred 9–25 months post chimera formation (T0). The samples fragmented from 
each chimera were numbered. Chimeric status (a–d6) was determined based on microsatellite loci analyses. A 
colony fragment either exhibited a mixture of Genet I and II (Chimera), cryptic chimerism (CR-Chim), or only 
Genet I or Genet II. NA data not available for that fragment due to degraded DNA, lack of PCR amplification, or 
no resolution due to non-informative microsatellites.
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ID 
(Age) M/F S_45 S_72 S_73 S_80 S_17 S_48 S_55 S_82 FType

)shtno
m

11(
33

M_D 267/267 110/115 163/206 191/206 184/317 262/264 NA 235/247 Single 
genet

F_1 NA 115/115 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

F_2 NA 115/115 163/163
181/191/

NA NA NA NA Chimera

198

F_3 NA 115/115 163/163

181/191/

184/200 264/278 NA 231/247 Chimera

198

F_4 267/282 115/115 163/206

181/191/

184/200 264/278 NA NA Chimera
198

F_5 267/282 115/115 163/206
181/191/

184/200 264/278 NA 231/247 Chimera
198

F_6 267/282 115/115 163/206
181/191/

184/200 264/278 NA 231/247 Chimera
198

F_7 NA 115/115 163/206
181/191/

184/200 NA NA NA Chimera
198

)shtno
m

9(
04

M_B 256/275 131/131 175/191 190/202 179/314 268/276 278/278 227/243 Single 
genet

F_1 275/275 NA NA 190/226 NA NA NA NA NA

F_2 275/275 131/146 191/218 190/226 199/314 NA 278/278 216/216 CR-Chim

F_3 275/275 131/146 191/218 190/226 199/314 268/276 278/278 216/216 CR-Chim

F_4 NA 131/146 191/218 190/226 199/314 NA 278/278 NA CR-Chim

F_5 X X X X X X X X NA

F_6 275/275 131/131 191/218 190/226 NA NA 278/278 NA Genet I

F_7 NA 131/146 191/218 190/226 199/314 NA 278/278 NA CR-Chim

CR-Chim

F_8 NA 131/131 191/218
181/190/

199/314 NA 278/278 NA Chimera
226

F_9 275/275 131/146 191/218
181/190/

199/314 268/276 278/278 NA Chimera
226

F_10 275/275 131/146 191/218
181/190/

199/314 268/276 278/278 216/216 Chimera
226

F_11 275/275 131/146
179/191/ 181/190/

199/314 268/276 278/295 216/216 Chimera
218 226

F_12 275/275 131/146 191/218 181/190/ 199/314 NA 278/278 216/216 Chimera
Table 2.  (continued)
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226

F_13 275/275 131/146 191/218

181/190/

199/314 268/276 278/278 216/216 Chimera

226

F_14 275/275 131/146

179/191/ 181/190/

199/314 268/276 278/295 216/243 Chimera

218 226

F_15 NA 131/146

179/191/ 181/190/

199/314 268/276 278/295 216/243 Chimera

218 226

)shtno
m

52(
34

M_A NA 131/138 163/214 181/214 180/314 268/268 292/297 NA Single 
genet

F_1 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 NA 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_2 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 268/282 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_3 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 268/282 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_4 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 268/282 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_5 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 268/282 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_6 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 NA 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_7 X X X X X X X X NA

F_8 256/277 131/146

163/175/ 190/202/ 176/179/
268/276

/282

278/292

/297

216/227

/243
Chimera

179/191 214 314

F_9 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 268/282 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_10 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 268/282 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_11 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 268/282 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_12 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 268/282 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_13 277/277 131/146

163/175/

190/214 176/314 NA 292/297 216/216 Chimera

179

F_14 256/277 131/146

163/175/ 190/202/

176/314 268/282
278/292

/297
216/243 Chimera

179/191 214

Table 2.  (continued)
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genet I (fragments 7, 8; alleles 202/206) and genet II (fragments 1, 2, 9; alleles 190/206, Fig. 1, Fig. S6, Table 2). 
Microsatellite Stylo_73 assigned chimerism to fragments 5 and 6 and microsatellite Stylo_55 for fragment 5 
(Fig. S6, Table 2). Microsatellite Stylo_48 amplified neither allele in the chimera in contrast to the mother colony. 
Chimera_82 further exhibited an interweaved type of chimerism (Fig. 2). For example, the DNA in fragment 
number 8, located at the base of the colony was that of genet I, while in the adjacent fragment number 9, and in 
fragments 1 and 2, only genet II was detected. Conversely, fragments 3, 4, 5 and 6 contained both genets. This 
varied distribution suggests an uneven distribution of the soma from both genets in the chimera.

Multi-Chimera_43 was the results of a fusion between 3 spats. This chimera was processed at the age of 
25 months. Chimerism was revealed in 16 of the 17 fragments (degraded DNA in fragment number 7), demon-
strating that chimerism existed over 2 years after the chimera formation (Fig. 1, Fig. S7, Table 2). Microsatellite 
Stylo_73 revealed chimerism in all 16 fragments. Fragments 8, 14–17 showed 4 alleles (163/175/179/191 bp) rep-
resenting only a single allele from the mother colony (allele 163), while fragments 1–6 and 9–13 showed 3 alleles 
(163/175/191 bp). Chimerism was also detected by microsatellite Stylo_72 in fragments 15–17 (131/138/146 bp), 
by microsatellite Stylo_80 in fragments 8, 13–14 and 17 (190/202/214 bp), by microsatellite Stylo_55 in fragments 
8 and 14–17 and by microsatellite Stylo_82 in fragments 8, 15 and 17.

Discussion
In colonial organisms, including corals, what constitutes an ‘individual’ is not straightforward, and chimerism 
further increases the complexity of the concepts of ‘individuality’ and the ‘unit of selection’23–25. Coral chimeras 
further challenge the prevailing tenet that a coral colony consists of genetically identical soma. By following 
coral chimeras from their inception, the most parsimonious explanation is that the within colony genotypic 
variation observed in the coral Stylophora pistillata arose from chimerism and not mosaicism because of (1) the 
visual observation of fusion of young spat, (2) the age (up to 25 months) of the sampled chimeras, ages where 
somatic mutations should not dominate the colony, and (3) the lack of mosaicism in control colonies of the same 
ages. We were able to address in these chimeras a key fundamental aspect for comprehending chimerism, and 
that is the spatial distribution of conspecifics within a chimera (the conspecific landscape) that may affect the 

_15 256/277 131/138
/146

163/175/ 190/202/
179/314 NA 278/292

/297
216/227

/243 Chimera
179/191 214

F_16 277/277 131/138
/146

163/175/
190/202

176/195/
268/282 278/292

/297 216/243 Chimera
179/191 314

F_17 256/277 131/138
/146

163/175/ 190/202/ 176/195/
268/276 278/292

/297
216/227

/243 Chimera
179/191 214 314

82
 (1

1 
m

on
th

s)

M_G 274/274 118/118 167/167 214/226 180/315 268/268 292/298 NA Single 
genet

F_1 264/274 118/118 167/222 190/226 178/315 NA 278/298 216/216 Genet I

F_2 264/274 118/118 167/222 190/226 X X X X Genet I

F_3 264/274 118/118 167/222
190/202/

178/315 NA 278/298 216/216 Chimera
226

F_4 264/274 118/118 167/222
190/202/

178/315 NA 278/298 216/216 Chimera
226

F_5 264/274 118/118
167/183/ 190/202/

178/315 NA 278/298
/301 216/216 Chimera

222 226

F_6 264/274 118/118
167/183/ 190/202/

X X X X Chimera
222 226

F_7 264/274 NA 167/183 202/226 313/315 NA 298/301 216/216 Genet II

F_8 264/274 NA 167/183 202/226 313/315 NA 298/301 216/216 Genet II

F_9 264/274 118/118 NA 190/226 X X X X Genet I

Table 2.  Microsatellite (S_n) allele sizes (bp) in Stylophora pistillata maternal colonies (M) and fragments (F) 
of the chimeric spat (ID). The classification of each fragment (F_n) as chimera, cryptic chimerism (CR-Chim), 
Genet I or Genet II, is provided in the fragment type (FType) column. The location of each fragment within a 
given chimera is presented in Fig. 1a–d5. NA data not available due to no visible peaks or weak peaks (< 100 
fluorescence units) in the electropherogram; X fragments with degraded DNA.
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physiology and ecology of the chimeric coral colony. Furthermore, the ramifications of the spatial distribution are 
substantial and far-reaching. For example, in addition to sexual reproduction, most coral species can asexually 
produce stand-alone daughter colonies via colony  fragmentation39 that are considered clonemates. If a chimera 
asexually reproduces, the distribution of the conspecific genotypes may affect the genetic makeup of the new 
colonies. These colonies may indeed be clonemates, genetically identical to the original coral chimeric colony. 
Alternatively, the new colonies may only include one or a subset of the conspecific genotypes. Although, our 
understanding of the occurrence of chimerism in corals is still limited, we suggest that, depending on frequency 
of coral chimerism, either scenario will affect the genetic composition of coral larval pools, the population 
structure of the coral species, and subsequently the coral reef.

When a chimera forms, three outcomes may occur (Fig. 2). The first is a purged chimerism, where the chi-
mera may not persist, resulting in a coral colony composed of a single genotype. Our study demonstrates that 
in S. pistillata, chimerism is not transient. Unlike purged chimerism in colonial  tunicates9, S. pistillata exhibited 
long-lasting chimerism, maintaining the chimeric state up to 25 months following fusion at which point the 
colonies were sampled (yet, it should be noted that chimerism was not detected in 5/9 colonies, a result that may 
indicate either a purging process or a state of micro-chimerism). Furthermore, considering the documented 
chimerism in wild adult coral  colonies12, we conclude that chimerism persists in S. pistillata, potentially for the 
entire lifespan of coral colonies. Within lasting chimeras, the conspecific genotypes may be spatially distributed 
in two main ways. The conspecifics may occur side by side in the coral colony without the genotypes mixing, a 
sectorial soma scenario (Fig. 2). Conversely, the conspecifics may be intermixed, a mixed soma scenario, with 
various degrees of intermixing (Fig. 2). Although a prior study assumed that coral chimeras exhibit sectorial 
chimerism, Fig. 1a  in18, whether the conspecific genotypes within a chimeric colony are sectorially distributed 
or mixed can only be determined via spatial sampling.

Our extensive within-colony sampling revealed that S. pistillata chimeras actually displayed mixed soma 
chimerism (Fig. 1, Figs. S4, S5, S6, S7). Within mixed soma, three levels of intermixing can theoretically occur, 
micro-chimerism, where genets are well intermixed; mixed chimerism, where genets are confined to smaller 
colonial areas, such as a few polyps; and interweaved chimerism, where each genet dominates the soma of large 
fragments, such as branches or colonial sectors (Fig. 2). The ability to differentiate between the three levels of 
intermixing in mixed soma will be feasible as molecular techniques advance. Although microsatellites are cur-
rently the best method to discern partners within chimeras, this approach, as any approach, has methodological 

Figure 2.  Chimera formation and potential outcomes in corals. Following allogeneic fusion of coral spats, three 
possible somatic outcomes may develop (sectorial soma, mixed soma or purged soma). Sectorial soma—genets 
are clearly segregated into distinct regions of the animal, without cellular intermingling, leading to sectorial 
chimerism. Mixed soma—genets are intermixed in three potential ways: (a) Interweaved chimerism—each 
genet dominates different colony fragments (i.e. branches or sectors of the coral colony); (b) mixed chimerism—
cells of both genets are intermixed; (c) micro-chimerism—genets are confined to smaller colony areas (i.e. 
few polyps). The underlining arrow below the three scenarios projects the descending admixture levels of the 
genets along a continuum; Purged soma—a former chimera (purged chimerism) where a single genet overtakes 
the whole colony. The mixed soma scenarios further differ from the purged and sectorial soma by presenting 
chimeric statuses where 50% of the combined chimeric soma is of the shared allele (large ‘chimeric’ digits), and 
two unshared alleles (regular size digits), each distributed as 25% of the soma.
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aspects that need to be considered when interpreting the data. First, if both conspecifics share alleles in a locus 
(e.g. allele 226 in Fig. 2) then in the chimeric sample there will be, theoretically, two times more of one allele 
(e.g. 226) than either one of the other alleles (e.g. 190 or 202). These different DNA concentrations may lead to 
an over visualization of the shared allele concurrent with an under visualization of the other alleles. Alongside 
such a scenario, because PCR is affected by the different DNA concentrations, it is possible that, even though 
DNA of one chimeric partner is present, its amplification is out competed in the PCR reaction. For example, 
in Chimera_40, 8/14 fragments exhibited chimerism. This status, however, was not visualized for some of the 
remaining fragments, likely due to shared alleles between the maternal and the sperm donor/s or due to micro-
satellite detection thresholds (Fig. 1b6, Fig. S5). When such a situation arose, we termed this phenomenon as a 
cryptic chimerism.

Our study also demonstrates the challenges of investigating chimerism and the conspecific landscape. To com-
prehend chimerism, one needs to detect the existence of chimeras. As our findings show, after the initial fusion 
between the conspecific coral spats, visually it is impossible to identify the location of each of the genotypes in 
the chimeric colony (Fig. 1, Figs. S4, S5, S6, S7). Thus, genetic techniques are necessary to not only identify the 
existence of coral chimeras but to also decipher the spatial distribution of the genotypes within a chimera. Since 
chimeras involve conspecifics, evaluating microsatellites is currently the most effective approach. Although next 
generation sequencing (NGS) methodologies can detect even fine genotypic variations within a coral colony 
e.g.40,41, as they are currently employed, these methodologies cannot better distinguish the prevalence of one 
genotype over another, an important aspect in interpretation of genotypic spatial distribution. While the use of 
additional microsatellites would improve detection, the 8 microsatellite loci used in the study are the only highly 
polymorphic microsatellites available. Nevertheless, these microsatellites provided excellent differentiation power 
between the coral genotypes in our artificially formed chimeras.

Microsatellites are currently the best method to discern partners within chimeras and their spatial distribu-
tion, but this technique has its detection  limits42. Based on the 330 ‘artificial chimeras’ that we produced in this 
study, microsatellites started to disclose the least common genotype at a threshold ratio above 5–25% (Table 1). 
In 12% of the pairwise conspecific combinations, the least common genotype appeared within the fluorescence 
electropherogram in very low range of fluorescence units and was definitively detected only when it constituted 
45–50% of the DNA ratio (Table 1). Even though the S. pistillata colonies used to produce the ‘artificial chimeras’ 
in this study were ~ 4–6 km apart, they shared some microsatellite alleles, potentially revealing coral population 
connectivity in the region, and/or diminished allelic polymorphism. Furthermore, most probably due to some 
methodological constraints (e.g., low allele polymorphism, high percentages of homozygote loci, genotypic ratios 
below the detected levels of the microsatellites), we clearly elucidated chimerism in four of the nine established 
chimeras. Our findings, from both the ‘artificial’ and established chimeras, demonstrate that many chimeric states 
may stay undisclosed, similar to what occurs in human micro-chimerism15 and in blood-transplanted  patients42, 
where standardization of methods has been lacking, and difficulties in detecting chimerism necessitate special 
methodological  attention43.

Low detection of chimerism is further compounded if not enough replicates of a specific colony are sam-
pled. Limited within colony sampling, usually 1–4 tissue samples/coral  colony18,20,21,44 may further contribute 
to underestimation of the numbers of natural chimeras. In addition, when the distribution of the conspecific 
genotypes in a chimera is not uniform, as we found in our study, it may further lead to the underestimation of 
chimerism brought about by collecting only a couple of samples per colony. When examining multiple samples 
per colony may not be experimentally feasible, or cost prohibitive to process on a large scale, such methodological 
constraints should not lead to the dismissal of chimerism as a potentially important aspect to a given coral spe-
cies’ physiology and ecology. Increasing sampling within a coral colony, and even sampling an entire small coral 
colony, as performed in our study, could affect the interpretation of the abundance of chimeras on coral reefs.

Even when different tissue samples from a single colony diverge in a significant portrayal of loci or alleles, the 
interpretation of these genetic differences is debated. Hitherto, the literature on marine organisms assigned mosa-
icism (somatic mutations) as the explanation for almost all documented intra-colony genetic  variations18–21,34,45. 
This notion was further framed by the statement that “a chimera had to include genotypes that differed more 
than 60% in their cluster assignment probability” obtained from the Bayesian clustering analysis in STRU CTU 
RE21. Yet, a study on chimeras of the hydrozoan Ectopleura larynx41 suggests that homozygote loci may reduce the 
power of the calculations for multiple distinct genotypes, thus leading to erroneous attribution to mosaicism. In 
addition, if kin produce chimeras, the proportion of chimeras in which the conspecifics exhibit homozygotic loci 
may be even higher than for non-kin. Furthermore, our comprehensive sampling of S. pistillata colonies known 
to have originated from one genotype did not detect genetic variation, reiterating that somatic mutation may not 
be the most parsimonious explanation for genetic variation within a coral colony. Therefore, when within coral 
colony genotypic variability occurs, it would be beneficial to consider chimerism, and the potential ramifications 
of chimerism, and not dismiss the finding as a localized, non-consequential, mutation.

Understanding chimerism may affect the comprehension and interpretation of coral colonies, coral popula-
tion structure, and coral reefs in general. Further, the spatial distribution of conspecifics within the chimera 
adds relevancy when elucidating the costs and benefits of  chimerism2,11,27,29,46, including somatic and germ cell 
 parasitism2 and in understanding the ecological and evolutionary traits associated with  chimerism30,31,47. Exam-
ples are the enhanced variations recorded in coral chimeras with chimeric traits as compared to non-chimeric 
individuals e.g.,  survivorship48; or the roles in pathogenesis of fetal cells microchimerism located in various 
female internal organs, e.g.49. The variation in genetic constituency in chimeras, led to the suggestion of target-
ing chimeric states in corals as an applied tool for fuelling selection and rapid adaptation in a changing world 
and under global climate  impacts24.
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Conclusions
Chimerism can be deeply integrated in the life history of species, as well as in processes such as the allorecogni-
tion  machinery50 and alloimmune  maturation37. Our study, while elucidating long term chimerism and com-
plexities of mixed soma in the coral S. pistillata, further illustrates that widely used genetic sampling strategies 
may miss out this diverse complexity. Coral chimerism may be more common than currently thought and may 
play an important role in the ecology and physiology of the coral species in which it occurs. Clearly, this field 
necessitates more detailed studies on the possible dynamic statuses of chimerism in corals and other organisms 
and requires the advent of specific molecular techniques that do not rely on pre-set assumptions. Although the 
existence of chimerism in corals has been documented for almost 120  years51, chimerism has not been extensively 
studied, often only mentioned in passing, and relegated as an  oddity12,21. Accepting the existence of chimerism 
may drive scientists to not only distinguish different genomes within single ‘individuals’ but may further lead 
to more comprehensive understanding of the ecological and evolutionary perspectives of this phenomenon.

Methods
Experimental outline. This study included four steps: (1) maternal colony selection and sampling, (2) 
planula collections and chimera formation, (3) maintenance of chimera and control colonies, and (4) fragmenta-
tion of chimeric colonies and genotyping of chimeric fragments, controls and maternal colonies.

(1) Eight gravid maternal (mother) colonies of the brooding coral species Stylophora pistillata were haphazardly 
chosen as larval (planula) donors. These colonies were located at 6–7 m depth in front of the Interuniversity 
Institute for Marine Sciences in Eilat, Gulf of Eilat, Red Sea (29° 30′ 04″ N; 34° 55′ 02″ E). Branch tips were 
randomly clipped for subsequent DNA analysis.

(2) In corals, chimerism exclusively develops within a window of time in the early astogenetic  stages35,37,52, 
necessitating working on planulae and/or spat (young settlers). Planulae were collected from the mother 
colonies using planula traps that were deployed at sunset and collected about 12 h thereafter (protocols 
 in53,54). Planulae from the same maternal colony (kin), collected on the same night, were put in the same 
Petri dishes (110/17 mm) that were covered with translucent tracing paper (Graphic Vision Media), precon-
ditioned in ex-situ tanks for 3 months. In these dishes, planulae settled and metamorphosed into primary 
polyps. Adjacent spats, whose tissues came into direct contact, often fused, forming chimeras. In other 
Petri dishes, genetically non-related planulae (from different maternal colonies) were manually put into 
proximity of each other, leading some to fuse and form genetically non-related chimeras.

(3) Chimeric colonies were transferred to a mid-water floating coral nursery (suspended at 10–12 m depth 
over 25 m sea bottom, 29° 32′ 34″ N; 34° 58′ 24″ E) where they were kept until collections at 9–25 months 
old.

(4) Each young colony was fragmented into 7–17 fragments. Samples from the chimeric fragments and from 
non-chimeric young colonies and maternal colonies were genotyped, and microsatellite analyses were 
conducted.

Chimera formation. During 15 days post collections, S. pistillata planulae naturally settled in aggregates of 
two or more spats on the preconditioned translucid paper substrate, in ex-situ tanks with natural flowing seawa-
ter. Adjacent spats, whose tissues came into direct contact, often fused, forming chimeras (Fig. 1a1–d1, Figs. S4, 
S5, S6, S7). In other Petri dishes, genetically non-related planulae (from different maternal colonies) were manu-
ally put into proximity of each other, leading some to fuse and form genetically non-related chimeras. Chimeras 
were detached from the petri dishes, glued on plastic  pins55 and deployed at the mid-water floating nursery (in-
situ), covered by perforated plastic cages (3 × 3 cm mesh) that allowed water exchange and light transfer while 
eliminating fish grazing. In total, 56 kin and 36 genetically non-related bi-chimeras (two genets/chimera) and 
26 kin and 4 genetically non-related multi-chimeras (more than two genets/chimeras) were deployed onto the 
mid-water floating nursery. The chimeras were cleaned and monitored every 3–5 months until sampling.

Sampling. Samples for DNA analysis were collected from three sources: (1) Maternal colonies (n = 8). Tip 
fragments (~ 1.5 cm, 5 tips/colony) were haphazardly clipped off from different parts of each mother colony, 
brought to the laboratory where the upper ~ 0.5 cm of the tips, considered as sexually sterile zones in gravid 
coral  colonies56, were sampled using a side cutting plier cleaned, after each cut, with a flame to avoid cross 
contamination. (2) Chimeras, collected from the coral nursery at different ages (9–25 months old), brought to 
the laboratory, photographed and each sectioned into 7–17 fragments (6–26 polyps/fragment) using a fine elec-
trician cutter (Fig. 1a5–d5). Different chimeric ages enabled investigating the spatial distribution of genotypes 
within chimeras at different astogeny stages and morphological complexity. (3) Control (non-chimeric) colonies 
(n = 2, 25-months-old), originating from the same planula cohorts and raised under the same conditions as the 
coral chimeras, were fragmented and analysed for microsatellite profiling in order to evaluate the possibility of 
 mosaicism57, the outcome of somatic mutations.

DNA extraction and PCR amplification. Total genomic DNA from the S. pistillata chimeras, mater-
nal colonies and control colonies was extracted from their respective tissue samples using phenol chloroform 
 methodology58 with  modifications59. The extracted DNA was amplified in multiple different PCR reactions 
with primers for 8 previously  published60 microsatellite loci: Stylo_17, Stylo,_45, Stylo_48, Stylo_55, Stylo_72, 
Stylo_73, Stylo_80, Stylo_82. These microsatellites were chosen because they exhibited high: (a) number of 
alleles/locus, (b) observed heterozygosity, and (c) nucleotide motif  length61,62.
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PCR was performed in 20 µL total solution with 4–16 ng of extracted DNA (1–4 μL from 1:10 solution), 
0.1 µM of each primer, 1 × of TIANGEN MasterMix (0.1 U/μL Taq Polymerase, 500 μM dNTP each, 20 mM 
Tris–HCl, pH = 8.3, 100 mM KCl, 2 mM  MgCl2, stabilizer and enhancer), with double distilled water (DDW) 
to reach the reaction volume. The PCR thermal cycling protocol followed that of Banguera-Hinestroza et al.60, 
with number of cycles increased to 30.

All PCR reactions included at least 1 negative and several positive controls, depending on the microsatel-
lite used. To further verify conformity of results, ~ 7% of the samples were randomly selected, independently 
re-amplified and re-sequenced for two haphazardly chosen microsatellite loci. Since the re-sampled 7% showed 
minor differences to the prior amplifications (intensity of the peaks but not size), there was no need to re-sample 
further. Negative reactions always resulted in no bands. Positive controls sometimes did not amplify, necessitat-
ing a PCR reaction re-run with a new primer solution which then led to positive amplifications. Samples whose 
DNA did not amplify or did not sequence successfully were re-processed at least 5 times. Positive PCR products 
(verified by the presence of the right size bands in agarose gels) were sent to the Rambam Health Care Campus, 
Israel for capillary electrophoresis analysis (Applied Biosystems 3500), using PET, FAM-6, NED and VIC as the 
fluorescent probes.

Microsatellite’s discrimination power and interpretation. DNA was extracted from tissues of three 
S. pistillata colonies (SP1, SP2, SP3; separated by ~ 4–6 km), quantified using Qubit 2.0 Fluorometer (Life Tech-
nologies), diluted in DDW to a concentration of 53 ng/μL, and further diluted in DDW (1:25, stock DNA). DNA 
pairwise combinations (SP1 vs SP2; SP1 vs SP3 and SP2 vs SP3) at a gradient of 11 DNA concentrations (2–98%, 
Fig. S1), produced 330 ‘artificial chimeras’ each representing a different genotypic ratio. PCR amplifications and 
microsatellite analysis were performed as above. This analysis provided information on microsatellite detectable 
thresholds alongside disclosing chimerism with microsatellites even in cases of one shared allele/locus between 
genets. Any S. pistillata fragment whose microsatellite profile contained 3 or 4 alleles/locus was considered a chi-
mera. Yet, it is also possible to have bi-chimeras where the sperm donor shares one or two alleles with the mater-
nal inherited alleles, resulting in a single allele/locus. Thus, cases where fragments from a chimera (depicted 
by the presence of 3–4 alleles in at least one fragment) revealed both homozygotic and bi-allele heterozygotic 
status, without a clear separation of the two genets in at least two fragments (an example: Fig. 1c6, S6 Stylo_73), 
were termed as cryptic chimerism (chimerism not detected via a given microsatellite; CR-Chim). The genotypes 
revealed by the microsatellite markers, analysed with Geneious 11.1.4 software, were independently scored by 
two people and all unclear cases were re-analysed by a third person.

Received: 6 August 2020; Accepted: 18 October 2021

References
 1. Rinkevich, B. & Weissman, I. L. Chimeras in colonial inverebrates: A synergistic symbiosis or somatic- and cell-germ parasitism? 

Symbiosis 4, 117–134 (1987).
 2. Buss, L. W. Somatic cell parasitism and the evolution of somatic tissue compatibility. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 79, 5337–5341. 

https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 79. 17. 5337 (1982).
 3. Foster, K. R., Fortunato, A., Strassmann, J. E. & Queller, D. C. The costs and benefits of being a chimera. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 269, 

2357–2362. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1098/ rspb. 2002. 2163 (2002).
 4. Money, N. P. Fungal get-together. Nature 405, 751. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ 35015 659 (2000).
 5. Franks, T., Botta, R., Thomas, M. & Franks, J. Chimerism in grapevines: Implications for cultivar identity, ancestry and genetic 

improvement. Theor. Appl. Genet. 104, 192–199. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s0012 20100 683 (2002).
 6. Casares, A. & Sylvain, F. F. Higher reproductive success for chimeras than solitary individuals in the kelp Lessonia spicata but no 

benefit for individual genotypes. Evol. Ecol. 30, 953–972. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10682- 016- 9849-0 (2016).
 7. Santelices, B., González, A. V., Beltrán, J. & Flores, V. Coalescing red algae exhibit noninvasive, reversible chimerism. J. Phycol. 53, 

59–69. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jpy. 12476 (2017).
 8. Gauthier, M. & Degnan, B. M. Partitioning of genetically distinct cell populations in chimeric juveniles of the sponge Amphimedon 

queenslandica. Dev. Comp. Immunol. 32, 1270–1280. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. dci. 2008. 04. 002 (2008).
 9. Fidler, A. E., Bacq-Labreuil, A., Rachmilovitz, E. & Rinkevich, B. Efficient dispersal and substrate acquisition traits in a marine 

invasive species via transient chimerism and colony mobility. PeerJ 2018, 1–23. https:// doi. org/ 10. 7717/ peerj. 5006 (2018).
 10. Rinkevich, B. & Weissman, I. Chimeras in colonial invertebrates: A synergistic symbiosis or somatic-and germ-cell parasitism. 

Symbiosis 4, 117–134 (1987).
 11. Amar, K.-O., Chadwick, N. E. & Rinkevich, B. Coral kin aggregations exhibit mixed allogeneic reactions and enhanced fitness 

during early ontogeny. BMC Evol. Biol. 8, 126–126. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 1471- 2148-8- 126 (2008).
 12. Puill-Stephan, E., Willis, B., van Herwerden, L. & van Oppen, M. Chimerism in wild adult populations of the broadcast spawning 

coral Acropora millepora on the Great Barrier Reef. PLoS One 4, e7751. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 00077 51 (2009).
 13. Hoeg, J. T. & Lutzen, J. Life cycle and reproduction in the Cirripedia, Rhizocephala. Oceanogr. Mar. Biol. Annu. Rev. 33, 427–485 

(1995).
 14. Gianasi, B. L., Hamel, J. F. & Mercier, A. Full allogeneic fusion of embryos in a holothuroid echinoderm. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 285, 

1–7. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1098/ rspb. 2018. 0339 (2018).
 15. Rinkevich, B. Human natural chimerism: An acquired character or a vestige of evolution?. Hum. Immunol. 62, 651–657. https:// 

doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0198- 8859(01) 00249-X (2001).
 16. Gill, D. E., Chao, L., Perkins, S. L. & Wolf, J. B. Genetic mosaicism in plants and clonal animals. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 26, 423–444 

(1995).
 17. Biesecker, L. G. & Spinner, N. B. A genomic view of mosaicism and human disease. Nat. Rev. Genet. 14, 307–320 (2013).
 18. Devlin-Durante, M. K., Miller, M. W., Precht, W. F. & Baums, I. B. How old are you? Genet age estimates in a clonal animal. Mol. 

Ecol. 25, 5628–5646. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ mec. 13865 (2016).

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.79.17.5337
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2002.2163
https://doi.org/10.1038/35015659
https://doi.org/10.1007/s001220100683
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10682-016-9849-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpy.12476
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dci.2008.04.002
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.5006
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2148-8-126
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0007751
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0339
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0198-8859(01)00249-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0198-8859(01)00249-X
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.13865


12

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2021) 11:22554  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-00981-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 19. Dubé, C. E., Planes, S., Zhou, Y., Berteaux-Lecellier, V. & Boissin, E. On the occurrence of intracolonial genotypic variability in 
highly clonal populations of the hydrocoral Millepora platyphylla at Moorea (French Polynesia). Sci. Rep. 7, 1–10. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1038/ s41598- 017- 14684-3 (2017).

 20. Maier, E., Buckenmaier, A., Tollrian, R. & Nürnberger, B. Intracolonial genetic variation in the scleractinian coral Seriatopora 
hystrix. Coral Reefs 31, 505–517. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00338- 011- 0857-9 (2012).

 21. Schweinsberg, M., Weiss, L. C., Striewski, S., Tollrian, R. & Lampert, K. P. More than one genotype: How common is intracolonial 
genetic variability in scleractinian corals? Mol. Ecol. 24, 2673–2685. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ mec. 13200 (2015).

 22. van Oppen, M. J., Souter, P., Howells, E. J., Heyward, A. & Berkelmans, R. Novel genetic diversity through somatic mutations: Fuel 
for adaptation of reef corals? Diversity 3, 405–423 (2011).

 23. Rinkevich, B. A critical approach to the definition of Darwinian units of selection. Biol. Bull. 199, 231–240. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
2307/ 15431 79 (2000).

 24. Rinkevich, B. The apex set-up for the major transitions in individuality. Evol. Biol. 46, 217–228. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11692- 
019- 09481-x (2019).

 25. Santelices, B. How many kinds of individual are there? Trends Ecol. Evol. 14, 152–155. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0169- 5347(98) 
01519-5 (1999).

 26. Pineda-Krch, M. & Lehtilä, K. Costs and benefits of genetic heterogeneity within organisms. J. Evol. Biol. 17, 1167–1177. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1420- 9101. 2004. 00808.x (2004).

 27. Rinkevich, B. Quo vadis chimerism? Chimerism 2, 1–5. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4161/ chim. 14725 (2011).
 28. Rinkevich, B. & Yankelevich, I. Environmental split between germ cell parasitism and somatic cell synergism in chimeras of a 

colonial urochordate. J. Exp. Biol. 207, 3531–3536. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1242/ jeb. 01184 (2004).
 29. Raymundo, L. J. & Maypa, A. P. Getting bigger faster: Mediation of size-specific mortality via fusion in juvenile coral transplants. 

Ecol. Appl. 14, 281–295. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1890/ 02- 5373 (2004).
 30. Rinkevich, B., Shaish, L., Douek, J. & Ben-Shlomo, R. Venturing in coral larval chimerism: A compact functional domain with 

fostered genotypic diversity. Sci. Rep. 6, 19493. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ srep1 9493 (2016).
 31. Rinkevich, B. Coral chimerism as an evolutionary rescue mechanism to mitigate global climate change impacts. Glob. Chang Biol. 

25, 1198–1206. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ gcb. 14576 (2019).
 32. Amar, K.-O., Chadwick, N. E. & Rinkevich, B. Coral planulae as dispersion vehicles: Biological properties of larvae released early 

and late in the season. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 350, 71–78. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3354/ meps0 7125 (2007).
 33. Rinkevich, B. Immunology of human implantation: From the invertebrate’s point of view. Hum. Reprod. 13, 455–459. https:// doi. 

org/ 10. 1093/ humrep/ 13.2. 503 (1998).
 34. González, A. V. & Santelices, B. Frequency of chimerism in populations of the kelp Lessonia spicata in central Chile. PLoS One 12, 

1–20. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 01691 82 (2017).
 35. Nozawa, Y. & Hirose, M. When does the window close? The onset of allogeneic fusion 2–3 years post-settlement in the scleractinian 

coral, Echinophyllia aspera. Zool. Stud. 50, 396 (2011).
 36. Puill-Stephan, E., van Oppen, M. J. H., Pichavant-Rafini, K. & Willis, B. L. High potential for formation and persistence of chimeras 

following aggregated larval settlement in the broadcast spawning coral, Acropora millepora. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 279, 
699–708. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1098/ rspb. 2011. 1035 (2012).

 37. Frank, U., Oren, U., Loya, Y. & Rinkevich, B. Alloimmune maturation in the coral Stylophora pistillata is achieved through three 
distinctive stages, 4 months post-metamorphosis. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 264, 99–104. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1098/ rspb. 1997. 
0015 (1997).

 38. Rinkevich, B. The branching coral Stylophora pistillata: Contribution of genetics in shaping colony landscape. Isr. J. Zool. 48, 71–82. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1560/ BCPA- UM3A- MKBP- HGL2 (2002).

 39. Highsmith, R. Reproduction by fragmentation in corals. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 7, 207–226. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3354/ meps0 07207 
(1982).

 40. Barfield, S., Aglyamova, G. V. & Matz, M. V. Evolutionary origins of germline segregation in Metazoa: Evidence for a germ stem 
cell lineage in the coral Orbicella faveolata (Cnidaria, Anthozoa). Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 283, 20152128. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1098/ rspb. 2015. 2128 (2016).

 41. Chang, E. S., Orive, M. E. & Cartwright, P. Nonclonal coloniality: Genetically chimeric colonies through fusion of sexually produced 
polyps in the hydrozoan Ectopleura larynx. Evol. Lett. 2, 442–455. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ evl3. 68 (2018).

 42. Hancock, J. P., Goulden, N. J., Oakhill, A. & Steward, C. G. Quantitative analysis of chimerism after allogeneic bone marrow 
transplantation using immunomagnetic selection and fluorescent microsatellite PCR. Leukemia 17, 247–251. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1038/ sj. leu. 24027 59 (2003).

 43. Broestl, L., Rubin, J. B. & Dahiya, S. Fetal microchimerism in human brain tumors. Brain Pathol. 28, 484–494. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1111/ bpa. 12557 (2018).

 44. Olsen, K. C., Moscoso, J. A. & Levitan, D. R. Somatic mutation is a function of clone size and depth in orbicella reef-building 
corals. Biol. Bull. 236, 1–12. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1086/ 700261 (2019).

 45. Schweinsberg, M., Tollrian, R. & Lampert, K. P. Inter- and intra-colonial genotypic diversity in hermatypic hydrozoans of the 
family Milleporidae. Mar. Ecol. 38, 1–11. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ maec. 12388 (2017).

 46. Santelices, B., Alvarado, J. L. & Flores, V. Size increments due to interindividual fusions: How much and for how long? J. Phycol. 
46, 685–692. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1529- 8817. 2010. 00864.x (2010).

 47. Rinkevich, B. & Weissman, I. L. Chimeras vs genetically homegeneous individuals: Potential fitness costs and benefits. Oikos 63, 
119–124 (1992).

 48. Mizrahi, D., Navarrete, S. A. & Flores, A. A. V. Groups travel further: Pelagic metamorphosis and polyp clustering allow higher 
dispersal potential in sun coral propagules. Coral Reefs 33, 443–448. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00338- 014- 1135-4 (2014).

 49. Lambert, N. C. et al. Quantification of maternal microchimerism by HLA-specific real-time polymerase chain reaction: Studies 
of healthy women and women with scleroderma. Arthritis Rheumatol. 50, 906–914. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ art. 20200 (2004).

 50. Magor, B. G., De Tomoso, A., Rinkevich, B. & Weissman, I. L. Allorecognition in colonial tunicates: Protection against predatory 
cell lineages? Immunol. Rev. 167, 69–79. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1600- 065x. 1999. tb013 83.x (1999).

 51. Duerden, J. E. Aggregated colonies in madreporarian corals. Am. Nat. 34, 461–471 (1902).
 52. Barki, Y., Gateño, D., Graur, D. & Rinkevich, B. Soft-coral natural chimerism: A window in ontogeny allows the creation of entities 

comprised of incongruous parts. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 231, 91–99. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3354/ meps2 31091 (2002).
 53. Linden, B., Huisman, J. & Rinkevich, B. Circatrigintan instead of lunar periodicity of larval release in a brooding coral species. 

Sci. Rep. 8, 5668. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ s41598- 018- 23274-w (2018).
 54. Shefy, D., Shashar, N. & Rinkevich, B. The reproduction of the Red Sea coral Stylophora pistillata from Eilat: 4-decade perspective. 

Mar. Biol. 165, 27. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00227- 017- 3280-0 (2018).
 55. Shafir, S., Van Rijn, J. & Rinkevich, B. Steps in the construction of underwater coral nursery, an essential component in reef restora-

tion acts. Mar. Biol. 149, 679–687. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00227- 005- 0236-6 (2006).
 56. Rinkevich, B. & Loya, Y. The reproduction of the Red Sea coral Stylophora pistillata. I. Gonads and planulae. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 

1, 133–144 (1979).
 57. Santelices, B. Mosaicism and chimerism as components of intraorganismal genetic heterogeneity. J. Evol. Biol. 17, 1187–1188. 

https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1420- 9101. 2004. 00813.x (2004).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-14684-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-14684-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00338-011-0857-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.13200
https://doi.org/10.2307/1543179
https://doi.org/10.2307/1543179
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11692-019-09481-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11692-019-09481-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(98)01519-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(98)01519-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-9101.2004.00808.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-9101.2004.00808.x
https://doi.org/10.4161/chim.14725
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01184
https://doi.org/10.1890/02-5373
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep19493
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14576
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps07125
https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/13.2.503
https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/13.2.503
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0169182
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2011.1035
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1997.0015
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1997.0015
https://doi.org/10.1560/BCPA-UM3A-MKBP-HGL2
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps007207
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.2128
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.2128
https://doi.org/10.1002/evl3.68
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.leu.2402759
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.leu.2402759
https://doi.org/10.1111/bpa.12557
https://doi.org/10.1111/bpa.12557
https://doi.org/10.1086/700261
https://doi.org/10.1111/maec.12388
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1529-8817.2010.00864.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00338-014-1135-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/art.20200
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-065x.1999.tb01383.x
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps231091
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-23274-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-017-3280-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-005-0236-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-9101.2004.00813.x


13

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |        (2021) 11:22554  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-00981-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 58. Graham, D. E. The isolation of high molecular weight DNA from whole organisms or large tissue masses. Anal. Biochem. 85, 
609–613. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 0003- 2697(78) 90262-2 (1978).

 59. Douek, J., Barki, Y., Gateño, D. & Rinkevich, B. Possible cryptic speciation within the sea anemone Actinia equina complex detected 
by AFLP markers. Zool. J. Linn. Soc. 136, 315–320. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1046/j. 1096- 3642. 2002. 00034.x (2002).

 60. Banguera-Hinestroza, E., Saenz-Agudelo, P., Bayer, T., Berumen, M. L. & Voolstra, C. R. Characterization of new microsatellite 
loci for population genetic studies in the smooth cauliflower coral (Stylophora sp.). Conserv. Genet. Resour. 5, 561–563. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12686- 012- 9852-x (2013).

 61. Diwan, N. & Cregan, P. B. Automated sizing of fluorescent-labeled simple sequence repeat (SSR) markers to assay genetic variation 
in soybean. Theor. Appl. Genet. 95, 723–733. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s0012 20050 618 (1997).

 62. Hearne, C. M., Ghosh, S. & Todd, J. A. Microsatellites for linkage analysis of genetic traits. Trends Genet. 8, 288–294. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/ 0168- 9525(92) 90256-4 (1992).

Acknowledgements
We thank I.M. Ashkenazi and L. Guttman’s lab (National Center for Mariculture, Eilat) for hospitality and logisti-
cal support, the Nature and Parks Authority, Israel, for permits (41424/2016, 41552/2017) and to G. Paz for his 
help in preparing the illustrations. The study was supported by grants from the AID-MERC (M33-001) to B.R., 
by the Israeli-French high council for scientific and technological research program (Maïmonide-Israel) to B.R. 
and by the National Science Foundation (DEB, Grant No. 1839775) to T.L.G. G.G. was supported by a fellow-
ship from BGU- Eilat Campus. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this 
material are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation.

Author contributions
B.R. conceived the research idea, B.R. and T.L.G. further formulated the research outlines. B.R. N.S. and T.L.G. 
provided the funds for the research. G.G. and D.S. conducted the field work, G.G. performed the analyses, G.G., 
J.D., N.S., T.L.G and B.R discussed results. G.G., B.R. and T.L.G. wrote the manuscript, all authors read and 
approved the final version.

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1038/ s41598- 021- 00981-5.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to T.L.G.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

© The Author(s) 2021, corrected publication 2021

https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-2697(78)90262-2
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1096-3642.2002.00034.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12686-012-9852-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12686-012-9852-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s001220050618
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-9525(92)90256-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-9525(92)90256-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-00981-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-00981-5
www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Spatial distribution of conspecific genotypes within chimeras of the branching coral Stylophora pistillata
	Recommended Citation
	Authors

	Spatial distribution of conspecific genotypes within chimeras of the branching coral Stylophora pistillata
	Results
	Microsatellites’ discrimination power. 
	Intra-organismal architecture of coral chimeras. 

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Methods
	Experimental outline. 
	Chimera formation. 
	Sampling. 
	DNA extraction and PCR amplification. 
	Microsatellite’s discrimination power and interpretation. 

	References
	Acknowledgements


