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Sexual Dimorphism and Female Reproductive Trait of the
Crab-eating Frog
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Abstract: We studied sexual dimorphism and female reproductive trait of the Crab-eating Frogs ( Fejervarya
cancrivora) based on 58 (35 29, 23 838 ) adults collected from National Dongzhai Harbor Mangrove Reserve
in Hainan Province. We measured eleven morphological variables on all the 58 specimens and weighed clutch
mass on 29 pregnant females. The smallest of snout-urostyle length (SUL) was 44.9 mm for female and 45. 2
mm for male. Except for the snout length and interorbital length, all the rest morphological traits were positively
related to SUL. The SUL of adult female was significantly larger than adult male, while no any difference was
found on the measurements of body weight, head length, and head width between female and male. There is
sexual dimorphism between male and female in body size, female is larger than male. The clutch mass was
positively related to the SUL and body mass. Our data indicate that the female frogs increase reproductive output
by the way of increasing their body size.
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Table 1 The morphological characteristics of adult Fejervarya cancrivora and results

of ¢-test and one-way ANCOVA

JEAFHIE

Morphological traits

EPE Female
(n=35)

e Male
(n=23)

45

Result

LMK (mm)

Snout-urostyle length

{ATE Body mass (g)

3k K Head length (mm)

3k 5% Head width (mm)

W1 Snout length (mm)

£ [B]#F Internasal space (mm)
HRMBIHE Interorbital space (mm)
HOE T K ()

Length of lower arm and hand

J& l K Hindlimb length (mm)

68.60 £2.26(44.93 ~94.00) 58.26+£1.44(45.19 ~71.49)

37.77 £3.59(7. 65 ~86.87)
22.49 +0.66(15.12 ~29.00)
23.39 +0.77(15.53 ~32.70)
12.89 +0.49(8.30 ~21.64)
3.97 0. 13(2.73 ~6. 14)
4.73 £0.20(2.80 ~8.21)

21.46 +1.75(8.73 ~42.92)
19. 13 +0.39(15. 19 ~22. 53)
20.57 +0.49(16.76 ~25. 86)
13.75 +0. 71(8. 60 ~20. 04)
3.41+0.11(2.57 ~4.34)
4.96 +0.26(3.00 ~7.74)

28.16 0. 86(19.40 ~43.00) 27.35+1.07(16.60 ~34.91)

91.01 +2.52(63.78 ~116.97) 80.87 £2.18(59.65 ~93.35)
fIZ# Tibia length (mm) 25.56 £0.87(15.90 ~37.40) 24.08 +0.71(16.70 ~31.55)
JE K Foot length ( mm) 37.25 +1.33(21.72 ~56.00) 36.66 +1.31(23.80 ~49.52)

t'=3.859, df' =54, P <0.001

F, 5 =2.310, P =0. 134
F\ 55 =2.419, P=0.126
Fy 55 =2.466, P=0.122
1=1.028, df=56, P =0.308
F\ 5 =2.016, P=0. 161
£=0.691, df=56, P=0.492

Fis5=1.160, P =0.286

Fi 55 =0.216, P=0.644
F 55 =0.401, P=0.529
Fy 55 =0.990, P=0.324

i P + FRAERFE R FOR . o F df 53 53R ¢ I B i 25 2R KX 1 B

Data are expressed as Mean + SE and range. ¢’ and df’ indicated ¢ value and degree of approximate ¢ test.
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Fig.1 Relationship between clutch mass and snout-urostyle length and body mass
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