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Abstract

The basis for understanding the characteristics of gene functional categories in chicken has been
enhanced by the ongoing sequencing of the zebra finch genome, the second bird species to be
extensively sequenced. This sequence provides an avian context for examining how variation in
chicken has evolved since its divergence from its common ancestor with zebra finch as well as well
as a calibrating point for studying intraspecific diversity within chicken. Immune genes have been
subject to many selective processes during their evolutionary history: this gene class was
investigated here in a set of orthologous chicken and zebra finch genes with functions assigned from
the human ortholog. Tests demonstrated that nonsynonymous sites at immune genes were highly
conserved both in chicken and on the avian lineage. McDonald-Kreitman tests provided evidence
of adaptive evolution and a higher rate of selection on fixation of nonsynonymous substitutions at
immune genes compared to that at non-immune genes. Further analyses showed that GC content
was much higher in chicken than in zebra finch genes, and was significantly elevated in both species'
immune genes. Pathogen challenges are likely to have driven the selective forces that have shaped

variation at chicken immune genes, and continue to restrict diversity in this functional class.

Background

Understanding the evolutionary patterns of variability in
gene classes can illuminate their functional characteristics.
In particular, immune system genes are subject to acute
selective pressures in order to resist pathogenic attacks
and consequently undergo many protein-level sequence
changes. It is known that chicken (Gallus gallus) host
defence genes evolve under stronger positive selection
than other functional categories of genes: in alignments
with human genes, they possess lower sequence conserva-
tion [1]. In mammals and insects, genes implicated in
immunity have higher diversity at non-synonymous rela-
tive to synonymous sites [2,3]. In humans, genes associ-

ated with defence have a higher fraction of genes subject
to positive selection than average, and genes with high
rates of nonsynonymous mutations are more frequently
associated with disease (Bustamante et al. 2005).

The ongoing sequencing of the zebra finch (Taeniopygia
guttata) genome provides an avian contrast for the
chicken. The lower sequence divergence of the chicken
with the zebra finch compared to that with mammalian
genomes permits a more precise analysis of functional
diversity [4]. Consequently, exploring the evolutionary
history of chicken immune genes within the avian lineage
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is more likely to inform on molecular traits that distin-
guish them from other genes.

Higher GC content in the chicken genome is associated
with smaller chromosome sizes [5] and with higher rates
of nucleotide substitution [6]. GC content in the chicken
genome is elevated in regions that are gene dense, a trait
shared with mammalian genomes [7]. However, the evo-
lution of the chicken genome is less typical because it has
been subject to more complex pressures, such as a meta-
bolic incentive to dramatically reduce genome size [8,9].
Therefore avian genomes are likely to be subject to selec-
tive processes to optimise their sizes, chromosome struc-
tures and gene distributions.

In this study, we analyse a set of zebra finch-chicken gene
pairs whose functions were inferred from orthologous
human sequences. Intraspecific data on chicken nucle-
otide variation was combined with the functionally anno-
tated gene pairs so that tests could be conducted for the
presence of the selection on immune genes in the avian
lineage. Results suggested a more frequent fixation of
functional variants in immune genes, in spite of apprecia-
ble coding sequence conservation.

Methods

In order to determine a set of functionally annotated
chicken genes, translations of chicken gene transcripts
downloaded from the WASHUC1 Ensembl genebuild
assembly 2.1 from May 2006 (n = 18,776; http://
www.ensembl.org/Gallus_gallus/), most of which were

sequenced in [10], were searched against human protein
RefSeqs (38,754; http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/RefSeq)
using Blastp [11] to identify single best hit pairs (15,754).
These best hits were used as a reference to assign human
gene function and process categories from 33,905 Panther
human gene entries [12] successfully to 9,910 chicken
orthologs.

A published set of 3,653 orthologous chicken-zebra finch
protein and coding sequence pairs [13] determined as
reciprocal best hits using Blastx [14] and T-Coffee [15] were
cross-referenced with the 9,910 chicken genes with orthol-
ogous Panther functions to generate 2,604 annotated
chicken-zebra finch gene pairs. 64 of these could be identi-
fied confidently as those whose human ortholog had a
function or process related to immunity. Genes with posi-
tions not yet allocated to a defined position on a chromo-
some were excluded. Only autosomal chromosomes with
known chromosome sizes [16] were considered; the Z and
W chromosomes have divergent properties and their
unique evolutionary history as sex chromosomes may
affect the dynamics of immune genes located there [1].

Pairwise ratio dy/dg (®) was calculated for each coding
sequence (CDS) alignment using the codeml implemen-
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tation of the PAML 3.15 package [17] where d was the
number of nonsynonymous mutations per nonsynony-
mous site and dg the number of synonymous substitutions
per synonymous site. If synonymous and nonsynony-
mous mutations are neutral, the relative rates of each are
expected to be equal so that ® = 1 [17]. Departures from
this, where ® > 1 (dy > dg) suggest that nonsynonymous
mutations are advantageous, and are maintained under
directional selection. If ® < 1 (dy < dg) then the nonsynon-
ymous SNPs may be deleterious since they are not pre-
served and are likely to be subject to purifying selection
[17]. GC content at 3" codon position (GC3) was calcu-
lated for each sequence from these alignments.

Intraspecific rates of evolutionary change were also calcu-
lated for the 2,604 functionally annotated chicken genes
as Py/Pg the ratio of nonsynonymous mutations (Py;
which change the amino acid in the protein sequence) to
synonymous mutations (Pg; which cause no amino acid
change) per effective CDS site (calculated as the CDS
length corrected for the coverage divided by the gene
length). After adjusting for genome sequencing coverage
rates, SNP frequencies and GC3 for genes and immune
genes were explored using one tailed Student's t-tests and
using Pearson's correlation coefficient (r), a measure of
the shared linear variation between parameters.

The number of substitutions fixed between chicken and
zebra finch at nonsynonymous (Dy) and synonymous
(D) sites were determined for the 2,604 genes. McDon-
ald-Kreitman tests [18] were implemented to examine the
relative number of differences fixed on the chicken-zebra
finch lineage (Dy/Dg) to the number variable within
chicken only (Py/Ps). Using Fisher's Exact Test, if D,/Dgis
significantly greater than Py/P;, it is indicative of non-
neutral adaptation in the form of an excess of nonsynon-
ymous changes on the chicken-zebra finch lineage [18].
Because nonsynonymous and synonymous sites are inter-
calated in the coding sequence, their genealogies are
shared and thus the absolute numbers of polymorphisms
(Dn/Dg) can be used instead of the rates (dy/dg) [18].

An observed fixation index (FI) for all genes and subsets
was also determined as FI = (Dy/Dg)/(Pyn/Ps), reflecting
the McDonald Kreitman test. If neutral, FI should approx-
imate a value of 1; however, this may be violated in
regions of relaxed selective constraint [19]. Consequently,
the expected contingency table values of Dy, Dg, Py and Py
for each gene were determined and summed across all
genes so that an unbiased and neutral expected fixation
index (eFI) could be calculated as outlined in [20]. This
also allows an estimation of the fraction of nonsynony-
mous mutations driven by positive selection (o) to fixa-
tion as o = (FI - eFI)/eFI. In addition, the proportion of
amino acid-altering substitutions segregating in chicken
per gene that were neutral was determined as f = PyLg/
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PgLy, where Ly was the total number of synonymous sites
and Ly was the total number of nonsynonymous sites
[19].

Results

Conservation at chicken immune genes

The analysis included 410,735 SNPs distributed across the
autosomal chicken genome at a rate of 0.011 per kb of
transcript covered, a number lower than reported else-
where [10] because only chicken genes with both zebra
finch and functionally annotated human orthologs were
investigated. 8,848 of these SNPs were in immune genes:
17 were nonsynonymous and 129 synonymous. In com-
parison, 1,276 nonsynonymous and 4,940 synonymous
SNPs were identified in 401,728 SNPs at non-immune
genes. Comparisons of diversity between immune and
non-immune genes within chicken showed that the aver-
age Py/Ps (mean 0.13 for immune vs 0.26 for non-
immune; Table 1) was much lower for immune genes,
illustrating that nonsynonymous sites within chicken
were more conserved at immune genes.

Alignments of chicken and zebra finch genes determined
the average o value (0.096), which was about the same as
that observed between a red jungle fowl and a broiler for
genomic mRNA transcripts (0.098 [21]), and in an analy-
sis of cranially expressed chicken-zebra finch gene pairs
(0.085 [20]), indicating that the present dataset was not
biased. Mean ® values were higher for non-immune
(0.097; Table 1) than immune (0.083) genes, signifying
conservation of nonsynonymous sites in the avian lineage
at immune genes as well.

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1756-0500/2/254

Adaptive evolution in the chicken lineage

Genes that had a higher ratio of fixed nonsynonymous to
synonymous substitutions (D,/Dg) compared to the ratio
of segregating nonsynonymous to synonymous substitu-
tions (Py/Ps) may be have undergone adaptive evolution
[18]. McDonald-Kreitman tests on the set of immune
genes showed a significant excess of fixed nonsynony-
mous changes on the chicken-zebra finch lineage (FI =
1.95; one-tailed p = 0.004) that was not present for non-
immune genes, whose FI value was about two times lower
(0.95). Dy/Dg for non-immune (0.246; Table 1) and
immune (0.257) genes were about equal, but Py/Pg was
much higher for non-immune genes (0.253 vs 0.132 for
immune genes). The high number of SNPs per immune
gene ensured that this largely unlinked set of loci should
be robust to aggregative McDonald-Kreitman tests [2,22].
The mean fraction of neutral amino-acid replacement
mutations (f) for each gene with P> 0 and Pg> 0 was not
different between those with immune (0.222) and non-
immune (0.239) functions.

An unbiased estimate of the neutral rate of the fixation of
amino acid changing variants in chicken, eFI, was lower
for immune (0.95) than non-immune (1.06) genes, fur-
ther illustrating that immune genes were more conserved
than non-immune ones. eFI for all genes (1.06) was of the
same scale as other datasets [20]. Given the immune set's
much higher FI, the estimated proportion of amino acid
changes fixed in chicken that were driven by positive
selection (a = (FI - eFI)/eFI) was much higher for immune
(1.06) than non-immune genes (-0.10). This indicated
that immune genes were subject to stronger selective proc-

Table I: Mean intra- and inter-specific diversity for chicken and zebra finch at all, immune, non-immune and McDonald-Kreitman tests

outlier genes.

Gene set All Immune Non-immune Genes with p < 0.05!
Number 2,604 64 2540 26
o? 0.0963 + 0.130 0.0826 + 0.091 0.0967 + 0.131 0.2950 + 0.169
Chicken GC3 0.600 £ 0.173 0.652 £ 0.171 0.599 £ 0.173 0518 £0.132
Zebra finch GC3 0.554 £ 0.159 0.608 + 0.182 0.553 £ 0.158 0.507 £ 0.133
Dy 94,635 1,504 93,131 1096
Py 1,293 17 1,276 0
D 384,749 5,852 378,897 1439
P 5,069 129 4,940 272
Py per kb3 0.459 0.327 0.464 0
Ps per kb3 1.813 2.474 1.800 0.111
Py/Pg 0.255 0.132 0.258 0
Dy /Dg 0.246 0.257 0.246 0.762
Ly/Lg* 3.075 3.363 3.068 2.860
FI5 0.964 1.950 0.952 0
eflé 1.056 0.945 1.060 1.377
o -0.087 1.062 -0.102 -1.000
Coverage8 0.814 0.723 0816 0.859

! Genes whose McDonald-Kreitman test one tailed p values > 0.05 for Dy/Ds>P\/Ps. 2 Calculation excluded non-immune gene XM_422655 that had
dy> 0 and dg = 0. 3 Per kb of effective CDS nucleotide length. 4 Total number of synonymous (L) nonsynonymous (L) sites. > Observed fixation
index, FI = (Dy/Dg)/(P\/Ps). ¢ Expected fixation index, efl. 7 Proportion of fixed nonsynonymous mutations driven by positive selection fixed in

chicken, o = (FI - eFl)/eFl.8 Mean transcript coverage per base.
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esses and also that there were deleterious alleles present at
non-immune genes.

McDonald-Kreitman tests on individual chicken genes
identified 26 (1% of the total) with a significantly higher
Dy/Dgthan Py/Ps (p < 0.05). Although this group had an
average o significantly higher than that for all genes
(mean 0.295 vs 0.096 for all, p < 1 x 106 Table 1), no
amino acid-altering mutations were found segregating in
the chicken population, suggesting that the significant
McDonald-Kreitman tests may be detecting strong purify-
ing selection rather than adaptive evolution. This set of
genes had an average coverage rate (0.86; Table 1) above
that for all genes (0.81), indicating that the absence of the
detection of nonsynonymous SNPs segregating in chicken
was not due to poorer coverage. This group contained an
immunity-related helicase (KU70; McDonald-Kreitman
test p = 0.021) and a DNA polymerase (eta; p = 1.8 x 10
5) involved in homologous recombination during DNA
repair [23] and synthesis [24], respectively.

GC content higher in immune genes

GC3 was significantly higher for immune genes than for
non-immune genes in both chicken (mean 0.65 vs 0.60
for non-immune, p = 0.016) and zebra finch (mean 0.61
vs 0.55 for non-immune, p = 0.006). GC3 was signifi-
cantly higher for chicken than zebra finch genes (0.60 vs
0.55,p <1 x 106; Table 1), though it was highly correlated
between the species, as expected (r2=0.940, p <1 x 10;
Additional file 1). Gene rates for GC3 and » did not cor-
relate significantly.

Increasing chicken chromosome size correlated with
higher chromosomal GC3 rates for chicken genes (12 =
0.435, p = 0.010; Figure 1) and their zebra finch orthologs
(r2=0.358, p = 0.030). Although smaller chromosomes
tended to have lower chromosomal o values for all genes
(r2=0.325, p = 0.046; Additional file 2), they had a higher
frequency of genic SNPs per kb due to a higher incidence
of genes (Additional file 3). This was consistent with pre-
vious human-chicken comparison [1] and analyses of
SNP diversity [10]. Further F-tests involving chromosomal
categories binned in groups according to size suggested
that the manner in which these were previously assigned
[1] has produced artefactual results; unbinned chromo-
somes allowed a more robust analysis.

Conclusions

This study combined an intraspecific analysis of chicken
variation and an interspecies survey of chicken and zebra
finch genes with orthologous human functions. It demon-
strated that amino-acid changing sites immune genes
were subject to purifying selection on the avian lineage.
The lower rates of polymorphism at immune gene non-
synonymous sites in chicken showed that there was no
evidence of a significant relaxation of the selective con-
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Figure |

Correlation of chicken chromosome length with
chromosomal GC3 content for chicken genes and
their zebra finch orthologs. The best fitting linear corre-
lations of GC content at the third codon position (GC3) for
chicken (red, r2= 0.435, p = 0.010) and zebra finch (blue, r2=
0.358, p = 0.030) with chicken chromosome size (on a log
scale) are shown by the dashed lines.

straint on chicken immune genes as a group since domes-
tication.

In spite of this, McDonald-Kreitman tests indicated
immune genes as a group had a high rate of fixation of
nonsynonymous mutations, signifying indicating that
they were subject to adaptive evolution on the chicken-
zebra finch lineage [18]. This was supported by the high
proportion of amino acid changes fixed in chicken for
immune genes. A previous study of chicken and zebra
finch genes expressed in the brain estimated of the por-
tion of nonsynonymous polymorphisms in chicken that
were fixed by positive selection (0.20) [20], indicating
that immune genes as a group are under a greater fre-
quency of selective events. The negative o value for non-
immune genes indicated the incidence of deleterious var-
iants on the chicken-zebra finch lineage [25], which is
backed by evidence that a substantial minority (0.23) of
amino acid changes segregating in chicken are deleterious
[20].

The considerable conservation of nonsynonymous sites at
immune genes within chickens has probably exaggerated
the perceived strength of positive selection on these sites
on the avian lineage [19]. Additionally, it is possible that
high recombination or resequencing of rare polymor-
phisms may inflate this figure [20], and while the
chicken's high variability suggests that it has not gone
through a major population bottleneck since domestica-
tion [10], the fixation of deleterious alleles in tandem
with population size increases can amplify estimates of o
[26]. Nonetheless, the fraction of fixed replacement sub-
stitutions that were under positive selection at chicken
immune genes further supports the assertion that this
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functional category was historically subject to stronger
adaptive forces from pathogens and consequently under-
goes directional selective sweeps more frequently than
other gene groups [2].

McDonald-Kreitman tests suggested that 26 genes were
under pervasive purifying selection within chicken. As a
group, they had significantly reduced GC content, which
is associated with reduced variation [1], and two of these
genes were associated with recombination. Lower GC
content is associated with decreased recombination [10]
implying that the impact of recombination on diversity
may necessitate modification of genes controlling this
process.

A further examination of GC content showed that it was
substantially lower in zebra finch compared to chicken,
and significantly higher in immune genes. Chromosome
size appeared to be related to ® values, suggesting that
genes on larger chromosomes may evolve faster, as has
been suggested previously [2,27]. Once robust chromo-
somal assignments of zebra finch genes are established,
this could be explored further in order to understand the
complex patterns of chromosomal fission, fusion and
rearrangements in avian species [28-30] and how this
relates to GC content and the evolutionary dynamics of
immune genes.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions

TD and AL designed the study. TD, PC and AL completed
the bioinformatic gene mining and database construc-
tion. TD conducted genomic analysis. TD, PC, COF, DB
and AL wrote the manuscript.

Additional material

Additional file 1

Correlation of GC3 content at chicken and zebra finch genes. The best
fitting linear correlation (not shown) has 2= 0.94 (p <1 x 10°6).
Click here for file
|http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1756-
0500-2-254-S1.png|

Additional file 2

Correlation of chicken chromosome size with . The best fitting linear
correlation of chromosome length with chromosomal rates of ® = dy/dg is
shown by the solid line (12 = 0.325, p = 0.046).

Click here for file
|http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1756-
0500-2-254-S2.png|

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1756-0500/2/254

Additional file 3

Number of SNPs per kb of chicken transcript sequence covered for each
chromosome ordered according to decreasing size. 3' and 5' UTR,
indel, frameshift, upstream, downstream, splice site, intronic, exonic and
stop-codon SNPs were included.

Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1756-
0500-2-254-S3.png|

Acknowledgements

We thank Karsten Hokamp (Trinity College, University of Dublin) for pro-
gramming help and the anonymous referees for their perceptive sugges-
tions. We also thank the Genome Center, Washington University School
of Medicine, and the International Zebra finch Sequencing and Analysis
Consortium for use of their genome sequence data. This work was sup-
ported by the Irish Department of Agriculture under Food Institutional
Research Measure (FIRM) grant 04/R+D/D/295.

References

International Chicken Genome Sequencing Consortium: Sequence
and comparative analysis of the chicken genome provide
unique perspectives on vertebrate evolution. Nature 2004,
432:695-716.

Schlenke TA, Begun DJ: Natural selection drives Drosophila
immune system evolution. Genetics 2003, 164(4):1471-80.
Hughes AL, Packer B, Welch R, Chanock S, Yeager M: High level of
functional polymorphism indicates a unique role of natural
selection at human immune system loci. Immunogenetics 2005,
57(11):821-7.

Ellegren H: Molecular evolutionary genomics of birds.
Cytogenet Genome Res 2007, 117(1-4):120-30.

Andreozzi L, Federico C, Motta S, Saccone S, Sazanova AL, Sazanov
AA, Smirnov AF, Galkina SA, Lukina NA, Rodionov AV, Carels N,
Bernardi G: Compositional mapping of chicken chromosomes
and identification of the gene-richest regions. Chromosome Res
2001, 9:521-32.

Webster MT, Axelsson E, Ellegren H: Strong regional biases in
nucleotide substitution in the chicken genome. Mol Biol Evol
2006, 23:1203-16.

Costantini M, Di Filippo M, Auletta F, Bernardi G: Isochore pattern
and gene distribution in the chicken genome. Gene 2007,
400:9-15.

Organ CL, Shedlock AM, Meade A, Pagel M, Edwards SV: Origin of
avian genome size and structure in non-avian dinosaur.
Nature 2007, 446:180-4.

Hughes AL, Hughes MK: Small genomes for better flyers. Nature
1995, 377:391.

International Chicken Polymorphism Map Consortium: A genetic
variation map for chicken with 2.8 million single-nucleotide
polymorphisms. Nature 2004, 432:717-22.

Altschul SF, Gish W, Miller W, Myers EW, Lipman DJ: Basic local
alignment search tool. | Mol Biol 1990, 215:403-410.

Thomas PD, Campbell MJ, Kejariwal A, Mi H, Karlak B, Daverman R,
Diemer K, Muruganujan A, Narechania A: PANTHER: a library of
protein families and subfamilies indexed by function. Genome
Res 2003, 13:2129-41.

Downing T, Lynn D), Connell S, Lloyd AT, Bhuiyan AKFH, Silva P,
Nagqvi A, Sanfo R, Sow RS, Podisi B, O'Farrelly C, Hanotte O, Bradley
DG: Bioinformatic discovery and population-level validation
of selection at the chicken interleukin-4 receptor alpha-chain
gene. BMC Evolutionary Biology 2009, 9(1):136.

Gish W, States DJ: Identification of protein coding regions by
database similarity search. Nat Genet 1993, 3:266-72.
Notredame C, Higgins DG, Heringa J: T-Coffee. A novel method
for fast and accurate multiple sequence alignment. | Mol Biol
2000, 302(1):205-17.

Page 5 of 6

(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1756-0500-2-254-S1.png
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1756-0500-2-254-S2.png
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1756-0500-2-254-S3.png
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15592404
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15592404
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15592404
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12930753
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12930753
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16261383
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16261383
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16261383
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17675852
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11721951
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11721951
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16551647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16551647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17629634
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17629634
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17344851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17344851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7566113
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15592405
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15592405
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15592405
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2231712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2231712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12952881
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12952881
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19527513
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19527513
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19527513
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8485583
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8485583
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10964570
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10964570

BMC Research Notes 2009, 2:254

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Gao F, Zhang CT: Isochore structures in the chicken genome.
FEBS ] 2006, 273:1637-48.

Yang Z: Inference of selection from multiple species align-
ments. Curr Opin Genet Dev 2002, 12:688-94.

McDonald JH, Kreitman M: Adaptive protein evolution at the
Adh locus in Drosophila. Nature 1991, 351(6328):652-4.

Smith NG, Eyre-Walker A: Adaptive protein evolution in Dro-
sophila. Nature 2002, 415(6875):1022-4.

Axelsson E, Ellegren H: Quantification of adaptive evolution of
genes expressed in avian brain and the population size effect
on the efficacy of selection. Mol Biol Evol 2009, 26(5):1073-9.
Axelsson E, Hultin-Rosenberg L, Brandstréom M, Zwahlén M, Clayton
DF, Ellegren H: Natural selection in avian protein-coding genes
expressed in brain. Mol Ecol 2008, 17(12):3008-17.

Andolfatto P: Controlling type-l error of the McDonald-Kreit-
man test in genomewide scans for selection on noncoding
DNA. Genetics 2008, 180(3):1767-71.

Faure V, Wenner T, Cooley C, Bourke E, Farr CJ, Takeda S, Morrison
CG: Ku70 prevents genome instability resulting from heter-
ozygosity of the telomerase RNA component in a vertebrate
tumour line. DNA Repair (Amst) 2008, 7(5):713-24.

Kawamoto T, Araki K, Sonoda E, Yamashita YM, Harada K, Kikuchi
K, Masutani C, Hanaoka F, Nozaki K, Hashimoto N, Takeda S: DNA
polymerase eta in homologous DNA recombination and
translesion DNA synthesis. Mol Cell 2005, 20(5):793-9.
Eyre-Walker A: The genomic rate of adaptive evolution. Trends
Ecol Evol 2006, 21(10):569-75.

Eyre-Walker A: Changing effective population size and the
McDonald-Kreitman test. Genetics 2002, 162(4):2017-24.
Axelsson E, Webster MT, Smith NG, Burt DW, Ellegren H: Com-
parison of the chicken and turkey genomes reveals a higher
rate of nucleotide divergence on microchromosomes than
macrochromosomes. Genome Res 2005, 15(1):120-5.

Nie W, O'Brien PC, Ng BL, Fu B, Volobouev V, Carter NP, Ferguson-
Smith MA, Yang F: Avian comparative genomics: reciprocal
chromosome painting between domestic chicken (Gallus gal-
lus) and the stone curlew (Burhinus oedicnemus, Charadrii-
formes)--an atypical species with low diploid number.
Chromosome Res 2009, 17:99-113.

Griffin DK, Robertson LB, Tempest HG, Skinner BM: The evolution
of the avian genome as revealed by comparative molecular
cytogenetics. Cytogenet Genome Res 2007, 117:64-77.

Stapley ], Birkhead TR, Burke T, Slate J: A linkage map of the
zebra finch Taeniopygia guttata provides new insights into
avian genome evolution. Genetics 2008, 179(1):651-67.

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1756-0500/2/254

Publish with Bio Med Central and every
scientist can read your work free of charge

"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."
Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK
Your research papers will be:
« available free of charge to the entire biomedical community
« peer reviewed and published immediately upon acceptance
« cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central
« yours — you keep the copyright

Submit your manuscript here: O BioMedcentral
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp

Page 6 of 6

(page number not for citation purposes)



http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16623701
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12433583
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12433583
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1904993
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1904993
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11875568
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11875568
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19188264
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19188264
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19188264
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18482257
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18482257
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18791238
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18791238
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18791238
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18308646
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18308646
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18308646
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16337602
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16337602
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16337602
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16820244
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12524367
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12524367
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15590944
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15590944
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15590944
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19172404
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19172404
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17675846
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17675846
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17675846
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18493078
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18493078
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18493078
http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp
http://www.biomedcentral.com/

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conservation at chicken immune genes
	Adaptive evolution in the chicken lineage
	GC content higher in immune genes

	Conclusions
	Competing interests
	Authors' contributions
	Additional material
	Acknowledgements
	References

