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24 Additional Methods:
25 Table S1. Average number of flies per vial in each treatment.
Bacterial challenge Control challenge
Nvials X number /vial SE X number/vial SE

Females 64 3.44 0.09 3.36 0.10

Males 64 3.23 0.11 3.25 0.10
26
27
28 Additional information on the bacterial challenge:
29 We have previously used challenges with heat-killed bacteria — either M. luteus in isolation [1], or a
30 mix of M. luteus and E. coli [2, 3], as well as with the immune-elicitor lipopolysaccharide from
31 Serratia marcescens [4], to show effects on the expression of reproductive success. Hence, we are
32 confident that a challenge with these bacteria has the capacity to invoke a phenotypic response in
33 the flies.
34 In our previous experiments, when comparing effects of the heat-killed bacterial treatment to
35 controls, reproductive success of the test subjects responded similarly to both the naive control (no
36 handling treatment) and the procedural control consisting of an injection of PBS solution [1, 3].
37 Therefore, we only included the procedural control in the current experiment, to be able to fully
38 disentangle the effect of the heat-killed bacteria from that of injury alone. Hence, the flies of the
39 procedural control received only the PBS, administered by the same method and at the same
40 volume as the bacteria-challenged flies. Injected flies were then transferred to fresh vials, none of
41 which contained live yeast.

42



43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

Additional Tables and Figures:

280 @ control i) 2801 ii)
= @ bacterial challenge 2
‘S 2601 - N=T ‘5 2601 5 N=7
=7 oo N=
€ 240} : { € 240} N7 }
T e i
@ 2201 } @ 220- N=7
o o ;
3 200} N7 3 200 I
(o] o
% 180 o 1801
£ £
5 160 5 160
£ c
o 140 g 1401
o o
o 120 ® 1201
> >
< N < NS
0t - . - - - ot . - - - -
low sexual selection high sexual selection low sexual selection high sexual selection
2801 iii) 280 iv)
o o
£ £
5 2601 N=7 5 2601
% 240 } N=7 % 240 N=5 N=6
T 2 T N=6
@ 220r Nz 8 200l
o i o N=7
® 200} & 200f
s S
s 180 N=7 o 1801
£ ¢ £
5 1601 £ 160}
c c
o 1401 o 1401
o o
9 1201 ® 1201
= >
= % | 1 = T\ | |
L
0 low sexual selection high sexual selection 0 low sexual selection high sexual selection

Figure S1. Effect of bacterial treatment on female reproductive success across each population replicate
(L1L4, L2L3, L3L2, LAL1 and H1H4, H2H3, H3H2, H4H1; where panel (i) shows L1L4 and H1H4, panel (ii)

shows L2L3 and H2H3 etc.), in block four (4).
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Figure S2. Effect of bacterial treatment (bacterial challenge or procedural control) and selection treatment
(low sexual selection or high sexual selection) on female reproductive success, in block 1-3 (left panel)
versus block4 (“low-viscosity medium”), right panel. Graphs are based on raw data (mean * SE, with

sample sizes displayed across each selection treatment group.
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68  Figure S3. Main effect of sexual selection on male reproductive success (raw means +* SE).
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71  Figure S4. Main effect of block on male reproductive success (raw means + SE).
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