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Resource polygyny incurs costs of having to share breeding
resources for female breeders. When breeding with a relative,
however, such costs may be lessened by indirect fitness
benefits through kin selection, while benefits from mutualistic
behaviour, such as communal defence, may increase. If so,
females should be less resistant to sharing a territory
with a related female than with a non-related one. We
investigated whether kin selection may lower the threshold of
breeding polygynously, predicting a closer relatedness between
polygynous females breeding on the same territory than
between females breeding on different territories. Northern
lapwings, Vanellus vanellus, are suitable for testing this
hypothesis as they are commonly polygynous, both sexes take
part in nest defence, and the efficiency of nest defence increases
with the number of defenders. Using an index of relatedness
derived from DNA fingerprinting, we found that female
lapwings that shared polygynous dyads were on average
twice as closely related as were random females. Furthermore,
relatedness did not correlate with distance between breeders,
indicating that our findings cannot be explained by natal
philopatry alone. Our results suggest that the polygyny
threshold in lapwings may be lowered by inclusive fitness
advantages of kin selection.

1. Introduction
Kin selection, or indirect fitness advantages arising from
favouring relatives over unrelated individuals, is assumed to
underpin a range of adaptive choices concerning whom to invest
in and how much to invest [1–7]. In terms of fitness, an individual
should benefit when a relative perpetuates their genes to further
generations to an extent proportional to their relatedness [1].

2015 The Authors. Published by the Royal Society under the terms of the Creative Commons
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It should therefore be more beneficial to contribute to the reproductive success of a relative than to an
unrelated individual. Costs of interference and resource depletion imposed by antagonists should recede
as their relatedness increases, reducing aggression and lowering the threshold for cooperation between
individuals [1,7].

The amount of breeding resources offered by males determines on which territory a prospecting
female should settle to maximize her fitness. Resource polygyny incurs costs for females in terms
of loss of breeding resources to other female breeders on the territory. If a prospecting female
finds that a territory, after subtraction of such costs, still yields more breeding resources than
available bachelor-held territories, the polygyny threshold is exceeded and she should achieve greater
fitness by breeding polygynously than monogamously [8–13]. The magnitude of the costs imposed
by having to share resources is therefore a significant predictor of female settlement decisions in
polygynous systems.

Females fight to avoid having to share breeding resources with other females (e.g. [14]), and finite
breeding resources offered by males appear to be typical examples of economically defendable units
subject to female competition [15]. The division of resources between females sharing a territory is
likely to be dictated by relative differences in competitive strength. The stronger female may be able
to control the larger share of the breeding resources on the territory, or prevent prospecting females
from settling altogether [11,13,16–20]. The magnitude of the costs of sharing resources is thus likely to
vary depending on the individual strength of the females competing for the breeding resources on a
given territory.

Relatedness might prove to be an additional modifier of the sharing costs. Owing to inclusive fitness
advantages, the expected costs of sharing a territory (i.e. the polygyny threshold) should be lower for
related females than for unrelated ones. Further, any benefits of cooperation among polygynous breeders,
like advantages of communal defence (e.g. [21]), would be boosted because contributions to the defence
of offspring of related members of the dyad would increase the inclusive fitness of the breeders.

The northern lapwing (Vanellus vanellus, hereafter lapwing) is a socially polygynous shorebird, in
which 20–50% of the males breed simultaneously with two to four females in the presence of unpaired
males. They tend to aggregate in breeding clusters often consisting of 20–30 contiguous breeding
territories [22–24]. Lapwings show bi-parental care, with males contributing to incubation, leading chicks
to and competing for favourable chick foraging areas, as well as defence of eggs and chicks [24–30]. This
species aggressively guards its offspring against predators and exhibits an efficient communal defence
where the efficiency improves with number of contributing adults [25,28]. Polygynous males divide
their parental effort between the broods, leaving the females to compensate for the loss in paternal care
[24,27,29]. Resident lapwing females therefore often behave aggressively towards females prospecting
for secondary status [27,31,32].

To examine the hypothesis that females share polygynous dyads with related females, thereby
reducing the polygyny threshold, we compared genetic similarity (band-sharing from multi-locus DNA
fingerprinting) between polygynous females that share a breeding territory with that between randomly
matched females. No difference would indicate that no kin-selection effects were at work, whereas a
higher relatedness between polygynous females sharing a territory compared with randomly matched
females would support the presence of kin-selection effects. If, however, there is a correlation between
proximity of breeders and genetic similarity, the above comparison might be confounded by natal
philopatry. We thus also examined the correlation between inter-nest distances and genetic similarity
of randomly matched females.

2. Material and methods
2.1. Field work
During 2003–2005, we studied lapwings on the island of Öland, Sweden, in several breeding clusters
south of the village Stenåsa (56◦31’07”N, 16◦36′11′′E). The study sites were coastal pastures moderately
grazed by cattle. We monitored 277 breeding territories, of which 117 (42.2%) were held by a polygynous
male, 129 (46.6%) by a monogamous male and 31 (11.2%) of the territorial males were bachelors that
did not succeed in attracting females (G. Grønstøl, D. Blomqvist, A. Pauliny and R. H. Wagner 2005,
unpublished data). One of the polygynous territories (0.4%) was tetragynous, 17 territories (6.1%) were
trigynous and 99 territories (35.7%) were bigynous. The number of breeding females per territorial male
was 1.38 (or 1.55 when excluding bachelors).
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During the study period, we trapped and ringed 120 breeding lapwing females on the nest. A small

blood sample (20–50 µl) was collected from each individual by puncturing the brachial vein. The blood
was suspended in Queen’s lysis buffer [33] and stored at 4◦C until subsequent DNA analyses.

Our sample consisted of 32 pairs of polygynous females breeding on the same territory (hereafter
co-breeders), and 56 females that were randomly assigned to 28 pairs forming a control group
(hereafter random pairs). In the random group, 33 of the females were monogamously mated, the mating
status was unknown for one female and 22 females were polygynously mated. The latter were cases
where we were only able to sample one of the breeding females in a polygynous dyad. We trapped
females on their nest, so we were unable to trap both of them if one of their nests was lost due to
predation before the trapping attempt. If predation rate correlates with relatedness between females
breeding on the same territory, the estimate of relatedness in our sample of co-breeders may not be
fully representative of polygynously breeding females in the population. Nest predation in our study
population was almost exclusively due to nocturnal mammalian predators (fox, Vulpes vulpes, and
badger, Meles meles), and we consider it very unlikely that the risk of predation is affected by relatedness
between co-breeding females. Individual females were only represented once in the analyses.

Because co-breeding polygynous females generally bred in closer proximity to each other than the
random pairs, we needed to know if relatedness (see below) correlated with the physical distance
between nests to evaluate whether the comparison of co-breeders versus random pairs was confounded
by relatedness effects of spatial distance. GPS coordinates were recorded for all nests, and these were
used to calculate the distance between the paired breeders.

2.2. Genetic analyses
We estimated the degree of genetic similarity between females using band-sharing coefficients derived
from multi-locus DNA fingerprinting. Band-sharing does not provide an exact measure of relatedness
between individuals, but an index that reflects their relatedness. This has been repeatedly verified by
studies comparing estimates of relatedness based on band-sharing with those derived from pedigrees
[34,35]. Band-sharing can therefore be used for statistical testing of, for example, differences in
relatedness between groups [34–38]. It should also be noted that indices of relatedness derived from
different genetic markers, such as mini-(DNA fingerprinting) and microsatellites, are often correlated
[37,39]. Furthermore, in a recent study band-sharing values were used for corroborating an increase in
the population-level of relatedness, as indicated by field observations [40].

Our laboratory procedures followed previously published protocols (e.g. [37]). In brief, high
molecular weight genomic DNA was isolated from whole blood using proteinase K and
phenol/chloroform/isoamylalcohol extraction [41]. Co-breeders and random pairs were loaded in
adjacent lanes on 0.8% agarose gels, together with a λ/HindIII size marker in the two outermost lanes. We
size-separated 4–5 µg of HaeIII-digested DNA using constant-field gel electrophoresis at 1.2 V cm−1 for
40 h. DNA fragments were transferred to nylon membranes using Southern blotting [41] and hybridized
with the multi-locus probe as in Shin et al. [42]. The probe was radioactively labelled with [32P] dCTP by
random priming using the Prime-a-Gene labelling system (Promega).

Fingerprinting only allows for comparisons of genetic profiles in adjacent lanes on the same gel.
Hence, the pairs of females to be compared were planned prior to running the gels. We could not
rearrange individuals into new pairs after the laboratory work was completed.

2.3. Scoring of fingerprints and data processing
Fingerprints were scored by standard methods (e.g. [43]). Bands were scored conservatively, i.e. only
clear bands were included and only unequivocal cases of band-sharing were scored as common bands. If
there was any doubt that the bands were identical, the bands were scored as non-matching. Furthermore,
we standardized the scoring by restricting it to the region between the wells and the size marker band
denoting 4 kb (where individual bands were still clearly visible). The mean number of total bands scored
for females in co-breeder pairs was 15.08 (s.d. = 2.74, n = 64), and the mean number of bands scored for
females in the random pairs was 15.23 (s.d. = 2.61, n = 56). Band-sharing coefficients (d-values) were
calculated as described by Wetton et al. [44].

Repetitions for the resampling test (following e.g. Andersson & Waldeck [5]) were made using the
randomization function in Microsoft EXCEL 2003, and IBM SPSS STATISTICS 19 was used for other
statistics calculations.
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Figure 1. Relatedness for co-breeding females on polygynous territories and for females assigned to pairs randomly. Error bars indicate
95% confidence limits (p= 0.015). Numbers above bars denote sample sizes.
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Figure 2. Frequency distribution of relatedness between co-breeding females on polygynous territories and for randomly matched
females.

3. Results
The average index of relatedness between polygynous females sharing a breeding territory was twice as
high as in pairs consisting of randomly matched females (mean d-value for co-breeders: 0.073, s.d. = 0.06,
n = 32; random pairs: 0.037, s.d. = 0.05, n = 28; figure 1). Furthermore, 21.9% of the co-breeder pairs had
band-sharing values approximately corresponding to family relations in the order of first cousins to half
sibs (greater than 0.125), while 28.1% did not share any bands. The equivalent values for random pairs
were 7.1% and 57.1%, respectively. As the data were not normally distributed (around 42% of the values
were tied at zero relatedness; figure 2), we statistically compared the two groups using a resampling
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Figure 3. Relatedness between randomlymatched female breeders did not correlatewith distance between nests (Spearman’s rank test:
p= 0.47, n= 28 pairs).

test. We thus randomly resampled with replacement from the dataset 32 and 28 values, respectively,
representing the sample sizes in the comparison. In 396 of 26880 random repetitions (the number of
repetitions was chosen out of convenience), the absolute difference between the means of the two groups
was larger than the observed difference in the original datasets of 0.036, yielding a probability of 0.015
that the observed difference had arisen by chance.

If not opposed by choice mechanisms, natal philopatry could conceivably promote breeding with
partners near the birth place, which over generations could produce a pattern where relatedness is
correlated with spatial distance between breeders. To assess whether differences in proximity per se
explained the observed pattern, we examined whether distance between random pairs of females was
correlated with their relatedness, and found no evidence of this relationship (Spearman’s rank test,
n = 28, p = 0.29; figure 3).

4. Discussion
Polygynous females that shared a territory had on average double the band-sharing values of females
that bred on separate territories. With random mating and strong natal philopatry, one might expect
relatedness to correlate with proximity of breeders. Ringing studies have found that 61–72% of recoveries
are found within 10 km from where they were ringed as chicks [45–47], so lapwings show a degree of
natal philopatry. The higher index of relatedness between co-breeding females seems unlikely to stem
from philopatry effects, however, because relatedness did not correlate with distance between nests.
The results are thus consistent with the hypothesis that kin selection lowers the polygyny threshold
in lapwings.

Our findings and conclusions about relatedness patterns are similar to results found in a study of
conspecific brood parasitism in the common eider, Somateria mollissima [5]. In that study, the brood
parasites and their hosts were more related than the average of the population, and relatedness did
not correlate with distance between nests, which indicated that the genetic association was more likely
to be structured by mating choices influenced by kin selection than arising from philopatry effects.

In a study of Drosophila melanogaster, Carazo et al. [7] recently found that relatedness between males
competing over females in polyandrous associations inhibited male competition, resulting in increased
male longevity, reduced female harm and increased female lifetime reproductive success, as predicted by
kin-selection theory. These results indicate that the polyandry threshold in D. melanogaster is lowered by
male relatedness, much in the same way as the polygyny threshold appears to be lowered by relatedness
of co-breeding lapwing females.

Kin selection requires mechanisms to promote kin-association between polygynous females in a
harem. Kin recognition has been found to occur in a range of birds and mammals [4]. Recent work
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demonstrates that young birds are able to discriminate between kin and non-kin based on olfactory cues
alone [48]. Furthermore, lapwings are among the few bird species in which individuals differ in plumage
characteristics to the extent that individuals can be reliably identified and monitored throughout the
breeding season without the aid of individual colour ring combinations [22]. In fact, this study was
prompted by our observation that some polygynous females resembled each other closely with respect
to colour tones and speckling patterns in the face and on the breast. Such plumage traits could provide
information on relatedness. As a capacity for kin-recognition is likely to enhance the precision with which
females are able to choose the optimal breeding territory, such ability should be favoured by selection.

In breeding associations formed by kin, breeders may benefit from kin selection up to the point where
it is balanced by costs related to inbreeding [49]. In lapwing dyads, inbreeding levels should remain low
as long as the female breeders are only related to each other and not to their pair males. Lapwing males
have a higher breeding site fidelity than females (38% higher return rates to the previous breeding site for
males than for females; our unpublished data), and sex differences in philopatry and mating preferences
may preclude close kin matings.

Studies have found evidence for nest parasitism and polyandry being favoured by kin selection
[5,7]. Our lapwing study is apparently the first to link kin selection to polygyny. If the polygyny
threshold is modified by kin selection, one might want to consider this effect alongside other candidate
threshold modifiers when formulating predictions of optimal mate selection and reproductive output in
polygynous systems. This may help to explain some of the mismatches between theory and empirical
findings in tests of the Polygyny Threshold Model [11,13,14,50].

Ethics. All field procedures adhered to Swedish national regulations. Trapping was thus performed under appropriate
ringing licenses (issued by the Natural History Museum, Stockholm), while blood sampling was done under the
ethical permit M 76-04.
Data accessibility. The dataset supporting this article has been uploaded as part of the electronic supplementary material.
Competing interests. We have no competing interests.
Funding. Funding was provided by the Austrian Science Foundation (FWF, grant no. P15988 to R.H.W.) and the
Austrian Academy of Sciences.
Acknowledgements. We thank Jakob Augustin, Jannik Hansen, Zoltan Szabó and Silke Malorny for their dedicated
fieldwork. We also thank Jakob Augustin for thorough laboratory work, and David Canal and an anonymous reviewer
for valuable comments on the manuscript.

References
1. Hamilton WD. 1964 Genetical evolution of social

behaviour I. J. Theor. Biol. 7, 1–16. (doi:10.1016/0022-
5193(64)90038-4)

2. Smith JM, Wynne-Edwards VC. 1964 Group selection
and kin selection. Nature 201, 1145–1147. (doi:10.
1038/2011145a0)

3. Queller DC, Strassmann JE. 1998 Kin selection and
social insects. Bioscience 48, 165–175. (doi:10.2307/
1313262)

4. Griffin AS, West SA. 2003 Kin discrimination and the
benefit of helping in cooperatively breeding
vertebrates. Science 302, 634–636. (doi:10.1126/
science.1089402)

5. Andersson M, Waldeck P. 2007 Host–parasite
kinship in a female-philopatric bird population:
evidence from relatedness trend analysis.Mol. Ecol.
16, 2797–2806. (doi:10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.
03301.x)

6. Nowak MA. 2006 Five rules for the evolution of
cooperation. Science 314, 1560–1563. (doi:10.1126/
science.1133755)

7. Carazo P, Tan CKW, Allen F, Wigby S, Pizzari T. 2014
Within-group male relatedness reduces harm to
females in Drosophila. Nature 505, 672–675. (doi:10.
1038/nature12949)

8. Verner J. 1964 Evolution of polygamy in long-billed
marsh wren. Evolution 18, 252–261. (doi:10.2307/
2406398)

9. Orians GH. 1969 On evolution of mating systems in
birds and mammals. Am. Nat. 103, 589–603. (doi:
10.1086/282628)

10. Verner J, Willson MF. 1966 The influence of
habitats on mating systems of North American
passerine birds. Ecology 47, 143–147. (doi:10.2307/
1935753)

11. Davies NB. 1989 Sexual conflict and the polygamy
threshold. Anim. Behav. 38, 226–234. (doi:10.1016/
S0003-3472(89)80085-5)

12. Searcy WA, Yasukawa K. 1989 Alternative models of
territorial polygyny in birds. Am. Nat. 134, 323–343.
(doi:10.1086/284984)

13. Grønstøl GB, Byrkjedal I, Fiksen O. 2003 Predicting
polygynous settlement while incorporating varying
female competitive strength. Behav. Ecol. 14,
257–267. (doi:10.1093/beheco/14.2.257)

14. Slagsvold T, Lifjeld JT. 1994 Polygyny in birds—the
role of competition between females for male
parental care. Am. Nat. 143, 59–94. (doi:10.1086/
285596)

15. Emlen ST, Oring LW. 1977 Ecology, sexual selection,
and evolution of mating systems. Science 197,
215–223. (doi:10.1126/science.327542)

16. Wittenberger JF, Tilson RL. 1980 The evolution of
monogamy—hypotheses and evidence. Annu. Rev.
Ecol. Syst. 11, 197–232. (doi:10.1146/annurev.es.11.
110180.001213)

17. Davies NB. 1986 Reproductive success of dunnocks,
Prunella modularis, in a variable mating system. 1.
Factors influencing provisioning rate, nestling
weight and fledging success. J. Anim. Ecol. 55,
123–138. (doi:10.2307/4697)

18. Arcese P. 1989 Intrasexual competition and the
mating system in primarily monogamous
birds—the case of the song sparrow. Anim. Behav.
38, 96–111. (doi:10.1016/S0003-3472(89)80069-7)

19. Kempenaers B. 1995 Polygyny in the blue
tit—intra-sexual and inter-sexual conflicts. Anim.
Behav. 49, 1047–1064. (doi:10.1006/anbe.1995.0134)

20. Sandell MI. 1998 Female aggression and the
maintenance of monogamy: female behaviour
predicts male mating status in European starlings.
Proc. R. Soc. B 265, 1307–1311. (doi:10.1098/rspb.
1998.0434)

21. Altmann SA, Wagner SS, Lenington S. 1977 Two
models for evolution of polygyny. Behav. Ecol.
Sociobiol. 2, 397–410. (doi:10.1007/Bf00299508)

22. Byrkjedal I, Grønstøl GB, Lislevand T, Pedersen KM,
Sandvik H, Stalheim S. 1997 Mating systems
and territory in Lapwings Vanellus vanellus. Ibis
139, 129–137. (doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1997.
tb04512.x)

23. Parish DMB, Thompson PS, Coulson JC. 1997 Mating
systems in the Lapwing Vanellus vanellus. Ibis 139,
138–143. (doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1997.tb04513.x)

 on July 20, 2015http://rsos.royalsocietypublishing.org/Downloaded from 

http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1016/0022-5193(64)90038-4
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1016/0022-5193(64)90038-4
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1038/2011145a0
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1038/2011145a0
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.2307/1313262
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.2307/1313262
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1126/science.1089402
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1126/science.1089402
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03301.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03301.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1126/science.1133755
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1126/science.1133755
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1038/nature12949
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1038/nature12949
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.2307/2406398
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.2307/2406398
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1086/282628
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1086/282628
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.2307/1935753
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.2307/1935753
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1016/S0003-3472(89)80085-5
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1016/S0003-3472(89)80085-5
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1086/284984
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1093/beheco/14.2.257
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1086/285596
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1086/285596
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1126/science.327542
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1146/annurev.es.11.110180.001213
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1146/annurev.es.11.110180.001213
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.2307/4697
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1016/S0003-3472(89)80069-7
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1006/anbe.1995.0134
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1098/rspb.1998.0434
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1098/rspb.1998.0434
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1007/Bf00299508
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1997.tb04512.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1997.tb04512.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1997.tb04513.x
http://rsos.royalsocietypublishing.org/


7

rsos.royalsocietypublishing.org
R.Soc.opensci.2:140409

................................................
24. Liker A, Szekely T. 1999 Parental behaviour in the

Lapwing Vanellus vanellus. Ibis 141, 608–614.
(doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1999.
tb07368.x)

25. Elliot RD. 1985 The exclusion of avian predators from
aggregations of nesting lapwings (Vanellus
Vanellus). Anim. Behav. 33, 308–314. (doi:10.1016/
S0003-3472(85)80144-5)

26. Johansson OC, Blomqvist D. 1996 Habitat selection
and diet of lapwing Vanellus vanellus chicks on
coastal farmland in SW Sweden. J. Appl. Ecol. 33,
1030–1040. (doi:10.2307/2404683)

27. Parish DMB, Coulson JC. 1998 Parental investment,
reproductive success and polygyny in the lapwing,
Vanellus vanellus. Anim. Behav. 56, 1161–1167.
(doi:10.1006/anbe.1998.0856)

28. Kis J, Liker A, Szekely T. 2000 Nest defence by
lapwings: observations on natural behaviour and an
experiment. Ardea 88, 155–163.

29. Grønstøl GB. 2003 Mate-sharing costs in polygynous
Northern Lapwings Vanellus vanellus. Ibis 145,
203–211. (doi:10.1046/j.1474-919X.2003.
00141.x)

30. Lislevand T, Byrkjedal I, Grønstøl GB, Hafsmo JE,
Kallestad GR, Larsen VA. 2004 Incubation behaviour
in Northern Lapwings: nocturnal nest attentiveness
and possible importance of individual breeding
quality. Ethology 110, 177–192. (doi:10.1111/j.1439-
0310.2004.00967.x)

31. Liker A, Szekely T. 1997 Aggression among female
lapwings, Vanellus vanellus. Anim. Behav. 54,
797–802. (doi:10.1006/anbe.1996.0491)

32. Grønstøl G, Lislevand T, Byrkjedal I. 2014 Resident
female Northern Lapwings Vanellus vanellus fight
to exclude settlement by secondary females.
Ibis 156, 461–465. (doi:10.1111/Ibi.12132)

33. Seutin G, White BN, Boag PT. 1991 Preservation of
avian blood and tissue samples for DNA analyses.
Can. J. Zool. 69, 82–90. (doi:10.1139/Z91-013)

34. Reeve HK, Westneat DF, Quellers DC. 1992
Estimating average within-group relatedness from
DNA fingerprints.Mol. Ecol. 1, 223–232. (doi:10.1111/j.
1365-294X.1992.tb00181.x)

35. Eimes JA, Parker PG, Brown JL, Brown ER. 2005
Extrapair fertilization and genetic similarity of
social mates in the Mexican jay. Behav. Ecol. 16,
456–460. (doi:10.1093/beheco/ari010)

36. Packer C, Gilbert DA, Pusey AE, Obrien SJ. 1991 A
molecular genetic-analysis of kinship and
cooperation in African lions. Nature 351, 562–565.
(doi:10.1038/351562a0)

37. Hansson B, Bensch S, Hasselquist D, Lillandt BG,
Wennerberg L, Von Schantz T. 2000 Increase of
genetic variation over time in a recently founded
population of great reed warblers (Acrocephalus
arundinaceus) revealed by microsatellites and DNA
fingerprinting.Mol. Ecol. 9, 1529–1538. (doi:10.
1046/j.1365-294x.2000.01028.x)

38. Blomqvist D et al. 2002 Genetic similarity between
mates and extra-pair parentage in three species of
shorebirds. Nature 419, 613–615. (doi:10.1038/
Nature01104)

39. Lifjeld JT, Bjornstad G, Steen OF, Nesje M. 2002
Reduced genetic variation in Norwegian peregrine
falcons Falco peregrinus indicated by minisatellite
DNA fingerprinting. Ibis 144, E19–E26. (doi:10.1046/
j.0019-1019.2001.00029.x)

40. Blomqvist D, Pauliny A, Larsson M, Flodin LA. 2010
Trapped in the extinction vortex? Strong genetic
effects in a declining vertebrate population. BMC
Evol. Biol. 10, 33. (doi:10.1186/1471-2148-
10-33)

41. Sambrook J, Fritsch EF, Maniatis T. 1989Molecular
cloning: a laboratory manual, 2nd edn. Cold
Spring Harbor, NY: Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory
Press.

42. Shin HS, Bargiello TA, Clark BT, Jackson FR, Young
MW. 1985 An unusual coding sequence from a
Drosophila clock gene is conserved in vertebrates.
Nature 317, 445–448. (doi:10.1038/317445a0)

43. Westneat DF. 1993 Polygyny and extrapair
fertilizations in eastern red-winged blackbirds
(Agelaius Phoeniceus). Behav. Ecol. 4, 49–60. (doi:
10.1093/beheco/4.1.49)

44. Wetton JH, Carter RE, Parkin DT, Walters D. 1987
Demographic study of a wild house sparrow
population by DNA fingerprinting. Nature 327,
147–149. (doi:10.1038/327147a0)

45. Thompson PS, Baines D, Coulson JC, Longrigg G.
1994 Age at first breeding, philopatry and breeding
site-fidelity in the Lapwing Vanellus vanellus. Ibis
136, 474–484. (doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1994.
tb01124.x)

46. Lislevand T, Byrkjedal I, Grønstøl G. 2009 Dispersal
and age at first breeding in Norwegian Northern
Lapwings (Vanellus vanellus). Ornis Fennica 86,
11–17.

47. Glutz von Blotzheim UN. 2001 Handbuch der Vögel
Mitteleuropas auf CD Rom. Vogelzug-Verlag im
Humanitas Buchversand.

48. Krause ET, Kruger O, Kohlmeier P, Caspers BA. 2012
Olfactory kin recognition in a songbird. Biol. Lett. 8,
327–329. (doi:10.1098/rsbl.2011.1093)

49. Kokko H, Ots I. 2006 When not to avoid inbreeding.
Evolution 60, 467–475.
(doi:dx.doi.org/10.1554/05-613.1)

50. Webster MS. 1991 Male parental care and polygyny
in birds. Am. Nat. 137, 274–280. (doi:10.1086/285161)

 on July 20, 2015http://rsos.royalsocietypublishing.org/Downloaded from 

http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1999.tb07368.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1999.tb07368.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1016/S0003-3472(85)80144-5
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1016/S0003-3472(85)80144-5
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.2307/2404683
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1006/anbe.1998.0856
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1046/j.1474-919X.2003.00141.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1046/j.1474-919X.2003.00141.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1439-0310.2004.00967.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1439-0310.2004.00967.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1006/anbe.1996.0491
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/Ibi.12132
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1139/Z91-013
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1365-294X.1992.tb00181.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1365-294X.1992.tb00181.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1093/beheco/ari010
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1038/351562a0
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1046/j.1365-294x.2000.01028.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1046/j.1365-294x.2000.01028.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1038/Nature01104
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1038/Nature01104
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1046/j.0019-1019.2001.00029.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1046/j.0019-1019.2001.00029.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1186/1471-2148-10-33
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1186/1471-2148-10-33
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1038/317445a0
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1093/beheco/4.1.49
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1093/beheco/4.1.49
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1038/327147a0
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1994.tb01124.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1994.tb01124.x
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1098/rsbl.2011.1093
http://dx.doi.org/doi:dx.doi.org/10.1554/05-613.1
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1086/285161
http://rsos.royalsocietypublishing.org/

	Introduction
	Material and methods
	Field work
	Genetic analyses
	Scoring of fingerprints and data processing

	Results
	Discussion
	References

