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Introduction Results
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species?, but prior BUEE student research found that male investment was ——
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e Size-assortative mating was not found in two other pipefish species®. Mating pregnancy and pregnancy that resulted in ample fry for analysis. <+ 4 SOSEOP S NS A . W\ T AT gif:jay;e;upamgr)\enfftmle (b‘;ﬁj{fgh)
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Fig. 4: (A) Average lipid content (ug) in unfertilized eggs and released fry. (B) Average carbohydrate content (ug) in unfertilized eggs and _ _Wh”e Sample size is small _due to eXtenélve mortallty, untertilized e.ggs Cont?med hlgher average
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