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Notes on sexual size dimorphism in the Iranian Short-fingered Gecko 
Stenodactylus affinis (Reptilia, Gekkonidae) 
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ABSTRACT - Using univariate and multivariate techniques, I evaluated sexual dimorphism in 12 
Stenodactylus affinis. For this study, I 

chose Stenodactylus affinis 

S. affinis 

SEXUAL dimorphism in size and shape is a 

Several theories have been developed to explain 

sexual size dimorphism (SSD). Darwinian sexual 
selection is likely the most important single cause 

as mate choice or mating system, selection on 

ecological divergence have been considered to be 

reasons why such dimorphism would develop. 
Alternative hypotheses such as bio-energetic 
pressures, predation pressures, non-monogamous 

their reproductive success by mating with large, 

 (Murray, 1884) is a medium 
sized gecko that is distributed in southwestern 

report on sexual dimorphism in 

METHODS AND MATERIALS

is 40 m, in late spring and early summer 2008. 

annual width. Measurements were taken in mm 
with a digital caliber. Statistical procedures used 

Analysis (PCA). 

RESULTS 

Table 1. Based on these results seven characters are 

Body size (t = 19.12, P >0.01), tail length (t = 8.67, 
P >0.01), inter-limbs (t = 2.89, P >0.01), head size 
including head length (t = 5.11, P >0.01), head 
width (t = 7.52, P >0.01) and head depth (t = 0.01, 

limbs (t = 1.51, P = 0.14) which was greater in 

(Table 1). With regard to the PCA, male results 
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DISCUSSION 

measurements herein. There are also other 

Similarly, scales on the dorsum (granules) in 

the tail in both sexes is slender, it is more robust in 

abundant than on male bodies. Similarly, granules 

 to have a larger body size than 
male specimens. This study reports quantitatively 

 generally have larger 
dimensions than males (Fig. 2). Arnold (1980) 

mm) and a male (52.67 mm) . Arnold’s 

Stenodactylus have 

Female (N=19) 

           SVL      IL TL RF HW HL HD YD RD F H AW

Mean  59.04     28.64 32.73 21.10 12.09 16.94 8.55 3.18 1.20 21.71 24.53 4.68
SEM   0.35     0.38 0.3 0.49 0.21 0.15 0.11 0.04 0.03 0.47 0.45 0.1
Min    55.89        26.2 30.81 18.51 10.89 15.45 7.41 2.95 1.03 19.1 22.01 3.45
Max   61.52     31.79 36.53 24.82 13.99 17.95 9.8 3.73 1.45 27.74 27.46 5.39

Male (N=17)

Mean   50.53       27.36 29.54 20.09 9.96 15.38 6.68 2.99 1.22 20.80 23.79 4.48
SEM    0.25     0.18 0.19 0.54 0.18 0.27 0.13 0.09 0.02 0.41 0.13 0.13
Min     48.74     25.98 28.36 17.06 9.05 13.9 5.8 2.02 1.05 17.21 22.76 3.42
Max    52.67        28.56 31.12 23.65 11.44 17.95 7.25 3.56 1.37 23.22 24.52 5.39

t-test
t           19.12      2.89 8.67 1.37 7.52 5.11 10.45 1.88 0.66 1.43 1.51 1.23
P          0.00      0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.51 0.16 0.14 0.22
DD      F>M      F>M F>M F>M F>M F>M F>M F>M M>F F>M F>M F>M

Table 1. . SEM: 

Methods and Materials).

Figure 1.
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S. doriae
except in one locality, Oman, where males have a 
larger body size. It could be possible that the male 
specimens in the S. doriae samples were not adults 

It is possible that, considering my study herein, 
and the above low sample size, that an altered 

S. doriae may 

specimens would be needed to prove this.
Arnold’s (1980) study also reported maximum 

S. doriae 
(24 mm) and S. leptocosymbotes (20 mm), and 
these are currently the largest known specimens 

In S. grandiceps
2.5 mm and by 3.0 mm in S. khobarensis. Other 
Stenodactylus spp. also have maximum sizes 

 in Arnold 
(1980) was 15 mm. Herein I report a a maximum 

This reduced 

perhaps more accurate, sample size. It is possible 

divergence in Arnold (1980). He measured 182 

S. doriae and 120 S. leptocosymbotes 
S. grandiceps (11), S. 

(5) and S. yemenensis (9). 
Stenodactylus 

have a larger body size, sexual divergence occurs in 
only two species (S. doriae and S. leptocosymbotes). 
To compare my study with Arnold (1980), body 
size divergence in  (8.8 mm) is similar 
to S. pulcher (8.5 mm), S. petrii (9.0 mm), and S. 
slevini 
species is bigger than males. This is similar to some 

Tropiocolotes helenae 
fasciatus (Torki, 2007). 

Head-size dimorphism, which is common in 

by both ecological segregation as well as by 
sexual selection (Shine, 1991). Camilleri & Shine 
(1990) suggest that head-size dimorphism in 

dimorphism in lizards is usually attributed to sexual 

Body size, as expressed by inter-limb distance, 

T. h. 
fasciatus

. Larger inter-limbs 

Figure 2. © Farhang Torki.
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opposed to just a single egg). There may also be 
a similar contribution to the reproductive success 

such as Liolaemus occipitalis (Verrastro, 2004) in 

gecko and non-geckonid lizards may well be the 

in  are possibly larger because 

Stenodactylus 
studies are recommended to unravel relationships 
between sexual divergence and evolution in the 
genus.
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