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Fig. 1 Competition for courtship of Eremias arguta

(photoed by Xin Rui)
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RSEE
2014—2017 AF-75 37 55 1 5 4 X R £ SRR Bl 1
165 5, URe /NS IR e (4 S AR AR R LB, K T
Sk B MERE A R A ASHIFSE T TR
ANBEFE AR SR AR K54 5S4 mm, HOK Sk iR K
=54. 54 mm [/ 53 A AR, O 2 IR AR
152 5 (P8 28 b IX . ME 31, JfE 46 5 FFH 7 b X fE 26,
HE49) o MMBTET e i iy FE KR AL , AR 98 2 A5 2 XU 25
R Ml Y AT A AR R . AR
R FR( £0.01 mm) P& L4E K (SVL, snout-vent
length , W v 28 it 5 s FL AT ) #E ) L3k 4K (HL, head
length , W) vy 2 65 A 4S5 ) L3k 98 (HW, head width,
Bk AR B SE A 1) LA ) 3k i (HD, head depth,
WL PR e s 19 LK) IS BE (AG, axilla-groin
length , {ij s i 2 500 31 5 IO 2% BE 88 2 6] 1Y EL £k iR
B5) HIBCK (FLL, fore limb length, f{ij 56 4 21 £ <
eI ) J5 B (HLL, hind limb length , 5 i 5
A Bk i (9 ) MR A (TL, tail length, JH 5 L
FR AR ) P, T OB A R R 5
i 8 A DT R AR (R S 2R I bR AS B0 S TR ) 1Y

1.1

JRE AR A (] i) 2% b X M 25, fl 38 5 A7 b X M
16, 1 37 ) 47 A B PE SFIE 5387, (] %65 B 2 LA
T R AT WS IR A M M A A T e
1.2 ZEHRE

B F) 50 PBR Bk ) S A SR G e Y, R R
AT B ( Tenebrio molitor ) UL K A543 MI4EAZ 2R
DA CRE A R SR R B SR 7oK . IRFR IR & IR
e, 3 ho gL 1 Uk, DU S 4R B, I B A
(EL,egg length) JR%i4% (EW , ege width) ,ic st &4
WEPEREA™ 5 B0 A 1A H (BM, body mass) | 55 B 4L
(CS, clutch mass) \JPH ( EM, egg mass) , 1138 %5 b
1 (CM, clutch mass ) F1HEPE 258 4t 6045 AH XS 535
BT 1 ( RCMI, Relative clutch mass 1) : CM/BM™ |
FAXF A G EE 2 ( RCM2, Relative clutch mass 2) : CM/
(BM +CM) ™,
1.3 HiEabE
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PIPE S IEAR DG Ss AR ], H 5691 Z J5 i 45 1
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Vi A5  AEURRIT B PR S 12 R BB o

R (67.13 £2.98) mm K F M (66.07 +1.12)
mm,HE SR 2 (1 = -0.718,df =122. 6,P =
0.474) o VSRR MR Sk 7 o 7 22 53 B 3k W
FEPERSLAC SR % Sk AT R B A K
KRFMEME (KK F 5, =72. 61, P =0.000; 3k 58

F, 5 =82.15,P =0.000; 3% F, ;, =132.9,P =
0.000; AT ALK F, 5, =4. 88, P =0. 029; J5 ik K
Fiio=17.9,P =0.000; BK: F, ,, =59.48,P =
0.000) , 17 M 1 ) I 5 BE TR (F 45, =21, 61, P =
0.000) (£ 1),

xR 1 HREESHBREST
Tab.1 Descriptive statistics of morphological traits of Eremias arguta /mm
e BRINS PSS kv BN s B T SR Bk
MM (n=57) 66.07 £1.12 16.12 0.3 10.75£0.25 8.02+0.13 34.05+0.61 22.00+0.55 31.12+0.64 64.62+1.31
Ju 54.54 ~81.62 10.59 ~21.13 7.96~18.19 6.17~10.25 27.06~43.68 15.6~28.77 23.97~39.61 49.69 ~84.95
et (n=95) 67.13£2.98 18.72+1.74 12.5+1.36 9.49 £1.13  32.95+2.16 23.45=+2.17 33.88 £2.4 72.07 £1.19
BN 54.73 ~86.17 12.56 ~24.83 8.63 ~18.01 6.87~12.27 25.9~46.93 15.64~38.79 21.76~47.35 53.1~93.4
B2k 0.370 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.029 0. 000 0. 000

Ao Wi n =41, lE\EYE n =75

2.2 RiEiEK

FECRR T ) S 2 R 1 R B AN AR A Sk
R, IRy M 22 1] Jr A A 10 18 < R B8 A
R (K P =0.535;3%5% P =0.148; %5 P =
0.383; IEHE P =0. 764 ; Bl K P =0.969; 5 i K
P=0.586;2K P=0.158,)
2.3 HEREWRIRE

P =0. 000 ) 5 iR B 22 0] 4775 35 IE AR OGS R
(2) ,fHSE RCMI (r = -0.23,P =0.259) fil RCM2
(r=-0.23,P =0.268 ) 55 ff 4 ffi 5 1 ANA7 75 12 &
FZR(£3) .

®2 HAREERRET R R RIRE R ST

Tab.2 Descriptive statistics of caudal autotomy and bitescarson tail of Eremias arguta

FHIE Wi L/ % KR L5l %
A A I A A A =AY
HORMTHEHERTPEA (R R SR AINE o o e a0 3 1228
ARFER(EK2), HEFECEED)  2095) 21,10 7(95) 7.37
2.4 SEHH i} 0.621 0.431
S e 0.525 0.387
HORRMEFE ARG B I (r =0. 59, P =0.001),  —HE
FUIE(r=0.79,P =0.000) LA S B B (r =0. 80,
xR3 HRHEEESERSEESH
Tab.3 Morphological traits and reproductive parameters of Eremias arguta
bt Ji 5 ./ mm Je K/ mm KT/ g O wOpdE/ g
FEASEL 25 25 25 25 25
W + brifEiR 35.04 £1.05 67.60 +£2.00 6.15+0.59 4.96 £0.27 3.04 £0.25
Ju 27.37 ~43.68 54.54 ~81.62 2.95~12.45 2~8 0.98 ~5.62
£zt AHXS B B 1 AHXT 5 B 2 PR AR/ mm YR 2/ mm YN E /g
FEAS KR 25 25 124 124 124
YA + FrifEiR 0.53 £0.03 0.34 £0.01 14.05 £0.10 8.75 £0.06 0.61 £0.01
i 0.22~0.72 0.18 ~0.42 11.49 ~16.61 6.73 ~10.43 0.34~0.94
3 'ij- .L/P: L HBJBR 7 ( E. brenchleyi) )y o g TR e 2 ) £ S A
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Fig.2 Regressions between the axillary spanand the EM (a), CS (b) and CM (c¢) of female of Eremias arguta
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ATAE MY A, AR AR Lin S5V 3 & 0 R M
( Takydromus formosanus ) 22 4F ) IR EZ R 28 & P, BT &
AR B A A3 P Y BTG, T B S R AR T3
HY AL T B PRR Wl e P A 22 1) 1 4 2 L AT
B AR Z M AT 3F Z2 R B Yo X T iR 1t
Hb RHEURR TR S A SSBCAT R LS R B A
T e AR PR Y R B, OF BN ARE P 1n) I, B
JEWAEIE AR (& 1) B4 B MEE S R T L, &
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A [] — A R i %) 5z ] 3P 57 1% 3% ( counter-balancing
selection ) 23U/ NFITE SR (R B Y, 28 A SRR
IR PEA AR 22 [0 (4 BT A R R 6 25 5 2 i AR (.
F o RO IV 22 18] 55 4 T 03 55 M e 22 1] 174 52 T
FI L [EVE R RS, B 2E 55 00 He 7 ] 54 ] 3 e I
PIYE R4 R
3.3 ZHEEd
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Sexual Dimorphism and Female Reproduction of Eremias arguta

LIANG Tao', LI Ye'?, ZHENG Peng1 ,  SHI Lei
(1. College of Animal Science ,Xinjiang Agricultural University , Urumgi 830052 , Xinjiang , China ;
2. Institute of Forest Ecological Environment and Protection ,Chinese Academy of Foresiry ,Beijing 100091 , China )

Abstract: Sexual dimorphism (SD) is widespread in animal kingdom,can be the result of different roles in life
history between the two sexes,which reflects the different adaptation of male and female under the selection pressure
of the environment. During the period from 2014 to 2017,152 individual specimens of Eremias arguta were collect-
ed from north Xinjiang to study their sexual dimorphism and female reproduction. Eight morphological traits of adult
lizards were measured. Gravid female lizards were used to examine their reproduction. The males have bigger head ,
longer limbs and longer tails because of their sexual selection. In addition, there is no evidence of linking dimor-
phism in body size with growth rate , which reveals that the sexual dimorphism of E. arguta might have formed during
sub-adults or hatchings. While females have longer abdomens because of fecundity selection, and the larger abdo-
mens of females can lay bigger and more eggs. There are no the differences in bite scars and caudal autotomy be-
tween the two sexes,because the effects of sexual selection on tail of two sexes are similar. Our results showed that
the interplay between sexual and fecundity selection leads to sexual shape dimorphism and sexual size isomorphism
in E. arguta.

Key words: sexual dimorphism; sexual selection; fecundity selection; caudal autotomy; bite scars; Eremias ar-

guta





