M%7 Chinese Journal of Zoology 2016, 51(2): 214 ~ 220

53 e 75 ek P P R 0 AT

Eagm? IREY FEEY BEzEY
© WEIiTE A Rl e, PSR A S A I A T S0 s 0 571158;
@ hEFBREGEA YT A 610041

FE: RIS MR NS FERRAE, 2012 4E 7 ~ 8 H, SRS EHURR M MEIER, 758 shskibl
51 Rtk [ s F ik (Phrynoglossus martensii) M 356 Wl & T s S AME IR E . A4 Bk 58 ST
Hedh o MEVERME TR AR R (1.26 £0.55) g, &K A (21.04 £2.57) mm, k%K (6.76 £0.75) mm.
A ] R A M R SRR 7T R O BTG N, 4 (3 782.25 +167.78) Hz, 3 100 ~
4349 Hz; FE45i (1519.69 £70.60) Hz, 1057 ~ 1765 Hz, J Mg/ FHMILHIY AT, K. ki
SR EAAHIC, SRS AR RSk R IEAHIC GO T . S Hg 75 3240 (3 752.64 £174.47) Hz,
(3304 ~4081) Hz; 34 (1674.88 +79.88) Hz, 1367 ~ 1870 Hz, S/ MMy mAfltL, £}m7s(y)
HANE EWm (t=-5.374, df=56, P <0.001), & 15HHAIE TR B % (P <0.05), 1HEMLE
PIRPS ER RN L B 25 (1=0.436, df =56, P =0.665) (HIHEA TR, 4k, 1EhAA
BUNRIESS, AR A R T [ e (0 7 R R A

BRI DMk, SR A BEA: JBEAHRRE

FESKS: Q958  HAKRIREG: A XEH&E: 0250-3263 (2016) 02-214-07

Calls Characteristics in Round-tongued Floating Phrynoglossus martensii
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Abstract: We recorded the calls from 55 males of round-tongued floating (Phrynoglossus martensii), whose
body size is small by directional microphone connected to a digital audio recorder from July to August in
2012. We analyze the relationship between call structure and body size, snout-vent length, and head width.
The average body size, snout-vent length, and head width of the 55 samples was 1.26 £0.55 g, 21.04 +
2.57 mm, and 6.76 £0.75 mm, respectively. Male frog produced two kind of call, named advertisement call
and aggressive call. The advertisement call consists with a single note, dominant and fundamental frequencies
at 3 782.25 £167.78 Hz (range 3 100 - 4 349 Hz) and 1 519.69 £70.60 Hz (range 1 057 - 1 765 Hz),

respectively (Table 1). Remarkably, both the dominant and fundamental frequencies of the advertisement call
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were negatively correlated with body size and snout-vent length, whereas the inter-note intervals were

positively correlated with body size and head (Correlation analysis, Fig. 2 -4 ). The dominant and

fundamental frequencies of the aggressive call were 3 752.64 +174.47 Hz (range 3 304 - 4 081 Hz) and
1 674.88 +=79.88 Hz (range 1 367 - 1 870 Hz, respectively, Table 1). Compared with the advertisement call,

the aggressive call had much higher fundamental frequency (t = - 5.374, df = 56, P < 0.001) and lower note

duration and inter-note interval (P < 0.05) (Independent-samples T test); while no any difference was fund in

the dominant frequencies between the tow kind calls. As a small frog, the individual body size variations did

produce influence on their call structure and type.
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Table 1 The character of advertisement calls and aggressive calls made by round-tongued floating

FA4 (Hz)

Dominant frequency

FEM (Hz)

Fundamental frequency

T (ms) TIREG (ms)

Note duration Inter-note interval

J5 g Advertisement calls 3782.25 +167.78

elngm Aggressive calls 3752.64 +174.47

1519.69 +70.60"

1674.88 +79.88"

51.92 +3.39" 2101.98 +395.07"

47.36 +0.64" 89.05 +10.19"

HARUAPIE £ ARMEERoR, FSVBURMLL, « FoRZRlils (P<0.001).

Data are expressed as Mean =SD, Compared with column data, * indicate significant difference (P < 0.001).
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Fig. 1 The calls in round-tongued floating
a JTEWEEIEE; b G ERIEE; o RS AIEE] d Sl EiE T,
a. The waveform of advertisement call; b. The waveform of aggressive call; c. The sonogram of advertisement call; d. The sonogram of aggressive

call.
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Fig. 2 The relationship between body size and advertisement call of round-tongued floating

a. M b FA; ¢ FTHSE; do FIEE . a. Dominant frequency; b. Fundamental frequency; c. Note duration; d. Inter-note interval.
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Fig. 3 The relationship between snout-vent length and advertisement call of round-tongued floating

a. A b, A ¢ FTHSE; do FIEESE . a. Dominant frequency; b. Fundamental frequency; c. Note duration; d. Inter-note interval.
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Fig. 4 The relationship between head width and advertisement call of round-tongued floating

a. A b, A ¢ FTHSK; do FIEES . a. Dominant frequency; b. Fundamental frequency; c. Note duration; d. Inter-note interval.
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