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Predation by Herring Gulls Larus argentatus was one of the major causes of death
among Lesser Black-back chicks Larus f. fuscus during a 14-year study period in the
Gulf of Finland. Prior to culling operations, 17% of chick deaths were attributed to
predation by neighbouring Herring Gulls in the study colony (chicks’ rings were found
in predators’ food remnants). Culling these proven predators (2 pairs) lowered the
predation rate to 2% and improved the fledging result significantly. However, predatory
gulls from adjacent colonies, operating also in the study colony, were harder to track
and remove. This “long-distance” predation still continued to operate even though the
numbers of occupied Herring Gull nests in the entire Soderskir archipelago were
reduced by 40% in four years (by egg culling). Hence, random culling is not an
effective solution in cases when selective removal of every specialized predator is not
possible. This report does not, however, aim to asses the ethical grounds and the
legitimacy of culling programs. Despite being a relatively large gull with a relatively
large territory size, the nominate race of the Lesser Black-backed Gull shows behavioural
analogies to the smaller, inoffensive gulls. It shows no intraspecific predation, and
lacks effective defence against interspecific predation by larger gulls. Therefore the
nominate fuscus seems to be especially vulnerable to Herring Gull predation. At
present, the predation has an adverse effect on the reproduction of the nominate fuscus
as it applies predominantly to the best-growing chicks, the potential recruits of the
population.

1. Introduction

The great decrease in the population of the
nominate race of the Lesser Black-backed Guil
(Larus f. fuscus) in Baltic coastal areas has pro-
voked discussion about the role played by in-
creases in Herring Gull (Larus argentatus). Her-
ring Gulls are said to displace Lesser Black-
backed Gulls in territorial clashes on breeding
grounds (Paludan 1951, Bergman 1965, 1982,

Kilpi 1983). There are also numerous indications
that Lesser Black-back chicks are preyed on by
Herring Gull adults (Paludan 1951, Hario 1981,
Bevanger & Thingstad 1990). Cannibalism or
infanticide have never been reported in the
nominate Lesser Black-backed Gull in contrast
to the western race graellsii (e.g. Davis & Dunn
1975). Nominate fuscus is also considered more
specialized in its feeding biology than graellsii
and L. f.intermedius, and it also shows clear dif-
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Fig. 1. Location and map of islands at the Séderskéar
bird sanctuary.

ferences in morphology, migration route, moult-
ing cycle, population parameters and population
development, and may even be specifically dif-
ferent from graellsii and intermedius (Strann &
Vader 1992).

In this paper I describe the vulnerability of
the nominate fuscus to Herring Gull predation. I
also discuss the mechanism by which Herring
Gull displaces Lesser Black-backed Gulls on the
breeding grounds. Throughout this paper I ex-
amine only the nominate race of the Lesser Black-
backed Gull (L. fuscus fuscus); this form is
nowadays regarded as “endangered” in the Red
Data Books of Estonia, the St. Petersburg region,
Finland, the Aland Islands, and Norway, i.e. over
most of its range.

2. Material and methods

The study was made at the Soderskér bird sanc-
tuary which lies about 25 km southeast of Hel-
sinki, in the outer archipelago of the central Gulf
of Finland (60°07'N, 25°25’E; Fig. 1). It consists
of 25 small rocky islets with some elevated
patchy grassy vegetation and dense juniper cover
in the central parts. Four of the islets are partly
wooded with stands of aspen and spruce; they
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average 3.35 ha in size, the rest are treeless
skerries, 1.14 ha on the average. The total land
area of the sanctuary is about 0.5 km?, and water
area 13.3 km?. The sanctuary is rich in seabirds
(protected since 1930), with gulleries and
terneries of various sizes on every islet (Hario et
al. 1986).

The main study colony breeds on a treeless
islet (1.3 ha) with dense grass vegetation. In
1980-93, nests were marked and mapped as soon
as they were located. Laying was surveyed on a
nest-by-nest basis during visits at 1-3-day inter-
vals. The fate of the chicks was monitored by
daily visits, weather permitting, during the whole
chick-rearing period up to the first week of
fledging.

The chicks were ringed within 1-3 days of
hatching, and their weight gain was monitored
daily or whenever the chick was found; when
older, the chicks hid among vegetation, and it
was not possible to find every chick every day.
In 1992-93, the distance the chick ran from the
nest was measured from the nest to the chick’s
hiding place. The nearest-neighbour-distance of
each occupied nest was measured in 1984, 1988,
1991 and 1992 in the study colony.

Predation was confirmed by locating rings of
chicks in gull pellets and food remnants in sur-
rounding territories and in nearby colonies. Sys-
tematic searches were conducted every year in
the main study colony and in 1985, 1986 and in
1990-92 over most of the Soderskér area.

Predatory Herring Gulls and Great Black-
backed Gulls (Larus marinus) were culled dur-
ing 1985-90 under the licence of the Ministry of
the Environment. The principal aim was to re-
move only the proven predators, but a larger
reduction around the study colonies was felt
necessary in 1987 and 1989, and 5.5% and 4.8%,
respectively, of all breeding Herring Gulls at
Soderskir were culled.

Egg culling was conducted in 1986-89 over
the whole Soderskir area by removing the whole
clutch and considerable efforts were put into
finding all relayings. In the main study colony,
Herring Gull eggs were culled by egg-pricking
every year (1984-90).

The technique used in adult culling — that of
placing a narcotic bait in the nest — has been
described elsewhere (Stenman et al. 1972).
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Fig. 2. Population trends of Herring Gulis (Larus
argentatus) and Lesser Black-backed Guils (Larus
fuscus) at Séderskar in 1977-93 (no. of pairs, graphs).
Bars indicate the mean numbers of fledglings per
nest in different years (scale to the right). Arrows give
the period of egg culling on Herring Gulls (1986—89).

3. Results

3.1. Population trends and overall breeding
success

Throughout the Soderskar area, the decline of
Lesser Black-backed Gulls averaged 11% per
annum during 1978-93 (Fig. 2). In 1983, 1986,
1989 and 1993, the numbers declined steeply by
23, 39, 33 and 20%, respectively.

The fledging rates during 1980-93 varied be-
tween 0.03 and 0.45 (annual means) averaging
0.18 fledglings per clutch (SD = 0.11; annual no.
of clutches is analogous to the annual number of
pairs in Fig. 2).

The populations of Herring Gulls were
markedly affected by the culling operations. First,
an increase by 19% per annum took place during
1983-86 (Fig. 2). At its height the population
consisted of 798 pairs in 1986. Continuous egg
culling during 1986-89 and the two small-scale
culling operations of adults in 1987 and 1989
depressed the numbers (489 pairs in 1990, a 10%
decline per annum). From 1991 on, the numbers
have increased again.

Relaying following egg culling was com-
paratively high among the Herring Gulls; in 1988
and 1989 the proportion of relayed clutches was
52% and 19% of the initial number of nests,
respectively. Although several repeated egg
cullings were conducted annually, the population
managed to raise on average of 0.12 fledglings/
pair during 1986-89 (range 0.06-0.17, Fig. 2).
Hence, it was impossible, in practice, to locate
every nesting attempt in the 15 or so Herring
Gull colonies at Soderskir, and every year several
tens of pairs with offspring remained unnoticed
until fledging. However, this was markedly less
than in three reference areas in nearby archipela-
gos, where a single egg culling at the end of
incubation period in 1988 resulted in fledging
rates of 0.20, 0.37 and 0.38 (the corresponding
figure for Soderskir area in the same year was
0.06).

The fledging rate for Herring Gulls was nor-
mally far better than that of the Lesser Black-
backs, viz. on average 1.23 (SD =0.13) in 1980—
85 and 1.29 (SD = 0.23) in 1990-93 (annual
sample sizes analogous to pair numbers in Fig.
2).

3.2. Culling results and chick losses in the
main study colony

In the main study colony, two pairs of Herring
Gulls (or at least one partner) took at least 17%
of Lesser Black-back chicks (Table 1) and 8% of
their conspecific chicks (Hario 1989) in 1980~
84. This was verified by locating chick rings on



the Herring Gull territories. Most of the chicks
were downy young and taken whole. The rem-
nants usually consisted of the ring and some
down in the pellets. It would have been impossi-
ble to determine their fate without ringing and
ring recoveries.

After culling the two pairs of Herring Gulls
in spring 1985 and one pair in 1987 (also proven
predators) predation pressure was temporarily
reduced resulting in significantly higher repro-
ductive success of Lesser Black-backs in 1985-
90 (Table 1). However, the predation pressure
increased again and the fledging result decreased
concurrently when no culling on eggs or adults
was conducted in 1991-93.

3.3. Long-distance predation

Despite the fact that the neighbouring Herring
Gulls lost their clutches every year from 1984 on
and their numbers were gradually reduced to 3
pairs (in 1990), the predation on Lesser Black-
back chicks in the main study colony did not
cease altogether (Table 1). This was largely due
to predatory Herring Gulls from nearby colonies
operating in the main study colony and other
Lesser Black-back colonies as well (Fig. 3). In
1985, there were 5 such Herring Gull pairs on
212 territories surveyed, i.e. 4% of all. In 1986,
the number was 6 of 300 territories (2%). These
represent cases where Lesser Black-back chick
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Fig. 3. The occurrence of long-distance predation in
the Séderskar archipelago in 1986-93 (for the loca-
tion, cf. Fig. 1). Arrows give the islands from where
the predatory gulls came to the three Lesser Black-
back colonies under survey (hatched islands). Data
are based on 22 recoveries of rings of Lesser Black-
back chicks, no. of recoveries given along each arrow.
Arrows are used. only to indicate the islands, not the
actual numbers of predators.

rings (n = 22) were located in the Herring Gull
territories. The flight distances between the
predator’s territory and the colony from which
the chick(s) originated ranged from 300 m to one
kilometre (Fig. 3).

Finding rings in long-distance predators’
colonies was a laborious task because of the vast

Table 1. Causes of chick losses in the main study colony of Lesser Black-backed Gulls in years of predation
pressure (= years with no culls, 1980-84 and 1991-93) and in years when the neighbouring predators were
culled (1985-90). Percentages of totals in parentheses. G-test gives the difference between year groups.

Verified predation

No. of Taken by Taken by Diseased & Disappeared Other Tot. losses
chicks neighbouring long-distance  starved causes
predators predators
No culls
1980-84 187 31 (17) . 38 (20) 98 (52) 5 (3) 172 (92)
1991-93 121 10 (7) 3 (3 20 (17) 79 (65) 2 (2 115 (95)
Tot. 308 41 (13) 3 (1) 58 (19) 177 (57) 7 (3) 287 (93)
Years of culling
1985-90 158 5 (2 3 (2 27 (17) 81 (52) 8 (5) 124 (79)
G=14322 G=0666 G=0213 G=1622 G=2459 G=20.404
P < 0.001 NS NS NS NS P < 0.001
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Fig. 4. Mean body weight of Lesser Black-back chicks
according to age at Soderskér in 1991-93. Categories
“diseased” and “died at nest” refer to chicks that died
of inflammations and sepsis (verified at necropsy).
The material stem from all the three study colonies
(see Fig. 3).

areas, the often dense vegetation and the gulls’
habit of spending a lot of time outside their terri-
tories, e.g. on open rocks, where their pellets
readily wash to the sea. Therefore I suspect that
my verification of the long-distance predation in
the main study colony (Table 1) as well as in the
other two study colonies (Fig. 3) represents
minimum figures.

3.4. Chick disappearances

The fate of the chicks that disappeared is of
great interest: were they taken by predators or
did they die of other causes, their carcasses re-
maining undetected? Their growth rates (body
weight) in Fig. 4 reveal that the latter is the case.
The daily body weight of “disappeared” chicks
fluctuated in a similar manner to that of the
“diseased” chicks (Fig. 4), deviating markedly
from the steady growth of both the “preyed-on”
chicks and those that subsequently fledged. This

suggests that most of the missing chicks were
weak or diseased chicks which died hidden in
vegetation and remained undiscovered, in con-
trast to the verified diseased chicks that died at
or close to their nests and were readily found.
The marked fluctuation in both growth curves
(“disappeared” and “diseased” in Fig.4) results
from momentarily healthy chicks (with increas-
ing body weight) and aiready sick chicks (with
decreasing weight) simultaneously affecting the
daily mean weights. In contrast, most preyed-on
chicks were in good shape. Although chick dis-
eases (inflammations and sepsis, Hario &
Rudbick in prep.) are numerically the most im-
portant mortality factors, the impact of Herring
Gull predation is particularly damaging as it
affects the best-growing chicks, the potential
recruits of the population.

In an attempt to evaluate how many of the
missing chicks were actually taken by predators
and how many were lost through disease one
needs to consider the 0-5-day-old chicks sepa-
rately from the older ones. This is because it
was not usually until day 6 that disease started
to affect the weight gain of the survivors from
the first “death wave” (the hatchlings that “died
at nest” in Fig. 4, their mean age 2 days). The
parallel growth curves of missing and preyed-
on chicks on days 0-5 indicate that these were
equally healthy chicks and probably equally
prone to predation at that time. On days 0-5,
eight out of the 22 preyed-on chicks (data in
Fig. 4) or 36% were taken. Assuming this pre-
dation rate applied equally to the missing cohort
as well, I estimate that 35 (36% of 98) missing
chicks fell victim for predation before they were
5 days old. Hence, the total loss for predation in
Fig. 4 data (n = 277 chicks) would be 35 + 22
chicks, i.e. 21%. Diseases would then take 73%
(121 + 48 + 35), and the number of fledglings
(16) amounts to only 6% of the total chick pro-
duction. This calculation actually underestimates
predation because it makes the assumption that
no missing chicks older than 6 days were taken
by predators.

One further point needs to be stressed: no
fledgling could escape detection and identification
since all the half-flying birds could be readily
recaptured, and their numbers were monitored
closely upon their departure.



4. Discussion

4.1. Predation-induced mortality

Chick mortality caused by adult gulls can be
divided into (i) territorial aggression and (ii)
predation. Characteristically, predators eat chicks
which they kill, while in territorial aggression
the chicks killed are not normally eaten (e.g.
Emlen 1956, Parsons 1971). These two mortality
factors have been recognized in most published
gull studies, with the former being much more
common than the latter (for Larus occidentalis,
see Hunt & Hunt 1975; L. argentatus, Paludan
1951, Brown 1967, Parsons 1971, 1975, Haycock
& Threlfall 1975; L. fuscus graellsii, Davis &
Dunn 1976; L. marinus, Butler & Trivelpiece
1981, Hudson 1982; L. dominicanus, Fordham
1970; L. ichtyaetus, Kostina & Panov 1982). In
some studies, however, intraspecific killing could
not be strictly separated from cannibalism/pre-
dation (Harris 1964, Kadlec et al. 1969, Southern
& Southern 1984).

In the present study only predation was in-
volved. I base this conclusion on the following:

1) In the main study colony during 14 study
years, no Lesser Black-back chick, live or
dead, with injuries around the head was found
nor any with signs of pecking, attributable to
adult attacks (466 chicks were handled on
2 253 occasions).

2) No vicious attacks by Lesser Black-back
adults on chicks were noted during 250 nest-
hours of observation from a blind (see Hario
1990) although adults were commonly seen
interacting with each other.

3) 11% of Lesser Black-back chicks (during the
14 study years) were proven to have been
eaten by Herring Gulls. Several of the rings
recovered were located far away from the
original nest site. There was no possibility
that these chicks had wandered by chance to
the predator’s territories as the sites were
isolated by sea or steep rocks from the
predator’s colony or subcolony.

4) Scavenging dead chicks was uncommon
among Herring Gulls. Of the 42 chicks found
dead in their colonies in 1992-93 (diseased/
starved chicks) and left lying in the terrain
(instead of being taken to further investiga-
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tions as usually), 10 (24%) subsequently dis-
appeared and were probably picked up by
scavengers. The rest of the bodies were de-
composed in position. No rings were found
in Herring Gull territories.

5) Chicks also disappeared from enclosures,
which is attributable only to avian predation.
In experiments in 1981, six Lesser Black-
back nests were surrounded by chicken wire
(Hario 1981). All the brood members subse-
quently disappeared, as in free-living broods,
at the age of 2-12 days.

6) Rings were only found in Herring Gull terri-
tories and once, in 1988, in a Great Black-
backed Gull territory, but never in Lesser
Black-back territories.

4.2. Investigator-induced disturbance

In colonial, terrestrial-nesting larids disturbance
leads to an increased frequency of territorial ag-
gression, with repeated visits by investigators
resulting in elevated mortality among chicks
(Duffy 1979, Fetterolf 1983, Mousseau 1984).
The problem results from increased rates of chick
running and territory trespassing. The above
mentioned studies were conducted in very dense
Ring-billed Gull colonies (Larus delawarensis),
and they refer solely to intraspecific killing (ter-
ritorial aggression). To what extent disturbance
can affect predation pressure in gull colonies is
hard to assess. No studies exist on this topic. If
the predators can take advantage of disturbance
they might learn to take chicks from the disturbed
colonies. However, chick defending adults may
also become accustomed to repeated intrusions
and return to nest quickly after human disturbance
(Burger & Gochfeld 1983).

In Soderskir Lesser Black-back colonies, the
average length of chick runnings during distur-
bance (the distance from the nest to the chick’s
hiding place) was similar among chicks subse-
quently preyed on (5.1%5.2 metres, median 3, n
= 23) and those subsequently fledging (5.1+11.0,
median 1, n = 21; Mann-Whitney test, P=0.11).
The same applied to chicks that subsequently
disappeared (3.7144.8, median 2, n = 150, P =
0.08), but it was significantly shorter for chicks
that fell victim for diseases or starvation (2.3%3.5,
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median 0, n = 30, P =0.005). The latter ones died
close to or at their nests (being often too weak to
move around). The result implies that the preyed-
on chicks did not run farther away from their
territories than the more successful chicks. Hence,
running longer was not a valid response to dis-
turbance among Lesser Black-back chicks. In-
stead, the nest location within the colony had
more effect on the susceptability of chicks being
taken by predators (see later) as well as the
number of (presumably) good hiding places.

4.3. Final fledging rate and the displacement
mechanism

Throughout the 14-year study period, the Lesser
Black-backs in the main study colony suffered
from heavy reproductive failure through parental
failure (adults eating own eggs and neglecting
chick feeding, see Hario 1990), diseases, and
predation.

The low fledging result did not provide a
recruitment sufficient to replace the annual adult
mortality, and territories were left unoccupied.
To maintain the 1980 population level (191 pairs)
at Soderskir with, say, 10% annual loss of adults,
Lesser Black-backs must produce a yearly cohort
of 38 first-breeders (0.10x382). Assuming sur-
vival from first winter to maturity as 44% (as in
the Caspian Tern Sterna caspia, the other long-
lived African-migrant among Baltic seabirds, R.
Staav in Cramp 1985), the fledging rate needed
would be 0.45 (38/0.44/191). The mean fledging
rate in the 80s was only half of this (see Fig. 2).
Hence, the population could not maintain itself.

There was no evidence of non-breeding
among the colony-attending adults (Hario 1989),
this justifying the use of the number of active
nests as the parameter of the population size.
Also, interchange of breeding birds with other
colonies in the Gulf of Finland is improbable as
the closest major colonies, some 100 km away in
the east, were declining at the same rate (Hario
1989).

Therefore I suggest that Herring Gulls were
not actively displacing Lesser Black-backed
adults in mixed colonies (e.g. by being stronger
in territorial clashes); they simply took over the
empty territories which fulfilled their habitat re-

quirements. During their steady decline, the
Lesser Black-backs maintained their territories
on the colony islets and were never observed to
have been forced to unsuitable (atypical) habitats.

4.4. Why are Lesser Black-backed Gulls vul-
nerable to predation?

As was shown by Gotmark (1982), the Lesser
Black-backed Gull takes the intermediate position
in the degree of coloniality among the five Baltic-
coastal Larus gulls (marinus, argentatus, fuscus,
canus, ridibundus). According to Hunt & Hunt
(1976), large body size allows for a large territory
for growing chicks to find space and hide from
the dangerous neighbours, i.e. from intraspecific
killing and cannibalism (see also Burger 1981).
Smaller larids have smaller territories, but no
cannibalism. Instead, they suffer from a high
degree of intraspecific killing, i.e. territorial ag-
gression (see e.g. Emlen 1956, Patterson 1965,
Burger 1974, Fetterolf 1983, Mousseau 1984).

According to the model of Hunt & Hunt
(1976), occupants of large territories are penalized
by decreased efficiency in communal mobbing.
However, in small larids, too, (with small terri-
tories) communal mobbing fails to deter predators
once they are too superior, too large, notably
mammalian, or nocturnal (Burger 1979, South-
ern et al. 1982, 1985, Jehl & Chase 1987).
Predatory larids prove to be bold, vigorous and
purposeful attackers, with some individuals spe-
cializing in a gull chick diet, while neighbouring
conspecifics feed on normal food items (e.g.
Harris 1964, Kadlec & Drury 1968, Southern &
Southern 1984). In the large mixed colony stud-
ied by Southern & Southern (1984), with several
thousand pairs of Ring-billed Gulls and a few
hundred Herring Gulls, only about 2% of Herring
Gulls were responsible for killing and devouring
about 10% of the Ring-billed Gull offspring. The
smaller species appeared to lack effective de-
fences for coping with this predation (Southern
& Southern 1984).

The same superiority applies to cannibalistic
gulls. In the study of Parsons (1971), cannibal
Herring Gulls took 23% of a sample of 1 415
ringed chicks; just over half of these were eaten
by only four cannibals.
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Fig. 5. The relationship of nearest-neighbour distance
to the number of chicks/brood taken by predatory
Herring Gulls. Each dot represent one three-chick
brood. Nearest-neighbour distance did not differ be-
tween the groups (Kruskal-Wallis test, H = 4.077, df =
3, P = 0.25) because of the trendless distribution
among the totally predated broods (the uppermost

group).

Even though increased numbers of defenders
taking part in communal mobbing may reduce
predator success (e.g. Tinbergen 1952, Kruuk
1964, Patterson 1965, Fuchs 1977) it cannot
wholly prevent the hunting of competent spe-
cialists. This was the situation at Soderskir where
predation was one of the major causes of death
among Lesser Black-back chicks even though
only 2-4% of Herring Gulls were proven preda-
tors. These specialists commonly took all three
chicks in a brood regardless of the size and the
situation of the target territory (Fig. 5). They
were mainly neighbouring Herring Gulls select-
ing any territory within their reach (sight?). The
long-distance predators took mainly “stray”
chicks, and were less capable of exploiting the
whole brood.

As far as the long-distance predation is con-
cerned this pattern of nest clumping fits the model
of Hunt & Hunt (1976, “probability of chick
losses lowered in smaller territories”) However,
no one feature of individual territories seems to
give effective protection against predation by
neighbouring Herring Gulls, i.e. “purposeful at-
tackers”. Neither nest clumping nor wide spacing
lowered the predation pressure in territories where
all the three chicks were taken by predators (Fig.
5).

In conclusion: despite being a relatively
“large” gull with a relatively large territory size
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and, consequently, a poor potential for commu-
nal defence, the nominate race of the Lesser
Black-backed Gull shows behavioural analogies
to the smaller, inoffensive gulils: it shows no
intraspecific predation and lacks effective pro-
tection against interspecific predation. Kilpi
(1988a, 1989) considers communal mobbing in
large gulls only apparent as the defenders in a
colony are not engaged in mutual “helping” but
are in fact defending only their own territories.
Joining a mobbing flock allows for a synchronous
return to the nest after disturbance, this prevent-
ing dangerous neighbours from preying on the
clutch (Kilpt 1988a). In the inoffensive Lesser
Black-backed Gull even this behaviour is poorly
evolved, and an approaching avian predator has
no difficulties in breaking through the modest
“aerial defence”.

Herring Gulls have invaded the whole Finnish
coastal area in about 45 years (Kilpi 1988b). Up
to the 50s and 60s the nominate race of the
Lesser Black-backed Gull was the only numer-
ous “large” gull in Finland (Bergman 1939, 1982).
Apparently, offspring-defence against predatory
gulls was not a necessity in the original situation.
The evolutionary time for the development of a
new anti-predator device might have been too
short.
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Selostus: Harmaalokin saalistuksen
vaikutus nimirodun selkidlokin
poikastuottoon

Vuosina 1977-93 Soderskirin tutkimusalueen
selkilokit keskiselld Suomenlahdella vihenivit
11%:n vuosivauhtia (Kuva 2). Alhainen lento-
poikastuotanto, keskimadrin 0.18/pari, ei riittdnyt
korvaamaan aikuiskuolevuutta, jota kiihdyttivit
selittimattomat kannanromahdukset (20-40%)
vuosina 1983, 1986, 1989 ja 1993.

Harmaalokin saalistus verotti poikasista aluksi
vihintddn 17% (poikasten renkaat 16ytyivét har-
maalokkien saalisjatteistd; Taulukko 1). Saalis-
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tajien (2 paria tai vdhintdin toinen puolisoista)
poistamisen jidlkeen tutkimusyhdyskunnan poi-
kastuotanto koheni merkitsevisti ja saalistettujen
poikasten osuus pieneni 2 %:iin. Saalistus ei
kuitenkaan kokonaan loppunut, silld saalistajia
tuli myos kauempaa lahisaaristosta; koko Soder-
skdrin alueella nditd “kaukosaalistajia” liikkui
jokaisessa selkédlokkiyhdyskunnassa (Kuva 3).
Vaikka harmaalokkikannan rajoitustoimissa pe-
sintdjen madrd viheni 40 % neljdssd vuodessa,
saalistusta ei saatu kokonaan loppumaan. 20-50
% harmaalokeista yritti korvauspesintéi, ja kanta
tuotti piiloisilla pesinndillddn vuosittain keski-
madrin 0.12 poikasta/pari. Lokinpoikasiin eri-
koistuneita saalistajia oli arviolta vain 24 %
harmaalokkipareista. Niiden jiljittdminen oli
kuitenkin tyOldstd ja poistaminen vield vai-
keampaa.

Johtopditoksend on, ettei umpimihkéinen,
suurisuuntainenkaan harmaalokkien vihenti-
minen vilttdmattd poista saalistusta, ellei jokaista
saalistajaa erikseen loydetd ja poisteta. Kay-
tinnossi tehtdva osoittautui mahdottomaksi So-
derskirin oloissa. Muutamankin saalistajan jaa-
minen kantaan johtaa poikastappioihin ja myos
saalistuksen nopeaan yleistymiseen lokkien
kayttdytymisessd. Saalistuksen tuottamat poi-
kastappiot eivit kuitenkaan vilttdmattd ole koh-
tuuttomia, mikili muut tappiotekijdt pysyvit
pienind. Soderskirin selkélokeilla kuitenkin
yleisid (n. 70 % poikasista kuoli sairauksiin),
ettei tuotanto tétd nykyd kestd harmaalokin saa-
listuksen tuottamaa yliméadraistd havikkia (=20 %
Kuvan 4 poikasista). Tamai kirjoitus ei kuitenkaan
ole kannanotto yleisten lokkien rajoituskampan-
joiden puolesta.

Nimirodun selkélokki on ilmeisen altis isojen
lokkien poikassaalistukselle. Tutkimusyhdyskun-
nassa saalistukseen erikoistuneet harmaalok-
kiyksilot sieppasivat pesyeen kaikki kolme selki-
lokin poikasta riippumatta pesitiheydestd (Kuva
5). Témid kuvastanee emojen ilmapuolustuksen
heikkoutta méiritietoisia saalistajia vastaan. Sitd
vastoin “kaukosaalistajat” sieppasivat yleensd vain
osan pesyeestd ja tdminkin yhdyskunnan
harvemman asutuksen alueilta, mik& kuvastanee
kaukosaalistuksen sattumanvaraisuutta.

Selkélokin reviirikoko ja pesyeen puolustus
saattavat olla sopeutumia menneeseen aikaan,

jolloin se itse oli Suomenlahden pohjoisrannikon
ainoa runsaslukuinen koloniaalinen iso lokki, eiki
tehokas puolustus yhdyskunnassa ollut vilttd-
mittomyys.
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