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Effects of Age and Sex on Diet Composition of
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Abstract: We checked the contents of 220 stomachs of specimens to assess effects of age and sex on diet
composition of lizard Phrynocephalus grumgrzimailoi. We weighed each stomach, identified content component,
counted individuals of each food item and weighed them ,then calculated the index of relative importance (IRI)
based on frequency of each food item appeared , percent of each mass weight, frequency of occurrence. We found
out those stomachs contain large volume of arthropod and few vegetal items. Formicidae was the most important
prey item of juveniles (female: IRI =95.91; male: IRT =69. 04 ) ,while Coleoptera was the most important part
in the diet composition of adults ( female: TR =35.49; male; IRI =32.58). Food niche breadth of adult
female , adult male, juvenile female and juvenile male was 2. 15,2.40,1.21 and 1.47, respectively. The food
niche overlap between male and female juveniles was highest,whereas it was lowest between adult and juvenile

male. The head of adult males was longer and wider comparing with adult female, and the food items of adult
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male were also with large volume than adult female. The lizard prey on different food items at different ontogeny

stage. The phenomenon of adults of male and female fed on different size of prey might induced by sexual

dimorphism in the head size and it could reduce the intraspecific competition.
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Table 1 Food niche overlap of Phrynocephalus

grumgrzimailoi

iEIDEN HEPEZL A iEILEN

Male adults Female juveniles Male juveniles
ﬂiﬁ‘l‘ibkﬁi 0.97 0.88 0.91
Female adults
TR A
Male adults 081 080
HEPES R 0.99

Female juveniles
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Table 3 Measurement of snout-vent length ,head size and prey size of Phrynocephalus grumgrzimailoi

LN WP A HEEh R e
Male adults Female adults Male juveniles Female juveniles
(n=83) (n=87) (n=24) (n=26)
A AR + ‘\7 M=
Sk (mm) $ﬂ”ﬁ+,ﬁ i 55.61 £0.33 55.74 £0. 42 39.21 £1. 14 41.22 £0. 82
Mean + SE
Snout-vent length .
Y [Fl Range 48.00 ~61. 40 47.70 ~64. 94 36.42 ~47. 48 31.88 ~46.34
7.4 + ‘\\{ =1
S (mm) TAIH = bRt 16.72 £0. 09 16.03 £0. 08 12.61 £0.32 12.73 £0.23
Mean + SE
Head length .
L Range 13.84 ~18.98 13.72 ~18.50 10.08 ~ 14. 58 10.52 ~14.76
N \/l; [+ ~“{ N =
%58 (mm) I = prifeiR 13.32 0. 11 12.82 %0. 12 9.69 +0. 18 9.91 +0. 19
Mean + SE
Head width .
W Range 11.04 ~15.28 10.30 ~15. 34 7.06 ~11.58 7.94 ~11.08
BYHER KRB (mm?) ﬁﬂj{%;ﬁ{ﬁ& 174.71 £15.22 121. 11 +9. 34 45.18 £14.02 20.78 £3. 11
ean
Maximal volume of prey
51l Range 25.48 ~708. 18 7.84 ~392.29 1.75 ~333.67 1.83 ~59.72
EYRERKE (mm) ﬁﬂj{i}%{ﬁ& 10. 11 £0. 42 9.09 +0. 42 6.41+0.53 5.89 +0.42
ean £ °
Maximal length of prey
L Range 4.09 ~28.72 4.28 ~25.09 3.21 ~13.87 3.10 ~10. 69
. S A AR + A\i M=)
CMRAHE () * BRI 5.41 £0.23 4.81+0.23 3.01 £0.27 2.43 £0.19
Mean + SE
Maximal width of prey .
Y [Fl Range 2.01 ~9. 80 1.52~8.93 1.02~6.78 1.06 ~3.74
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Table 4 Relation between prey volume and morphological traits of Phrynocephalus grumgrzimailoi

BRENS PSS ke
Snout-vent length Head length Head width
r F P F P r F P
Tl 1 =
HERE AR (n =83) 0.19 3.06 0.08 0.07 0. 40 0.53 0.13 1. 40 0.24
Male adults
HERERRIE (n=87) 0.20 3.87 0. 06 0.21 3.93 0. 06 0.21 3.92 0. 06
Female adults
i =
e #QJ”ZF .(n 24) 0.11 0.29 0. 60 0.16 0.55 0.47 0.10 0.23 0. 64
Male juveniles
HERELDE (n=26) 0.31 0.51 0. 06 0.30 2.35 0.14 0.31 0.79 0.24

Female juveniles

PREGE Py b TR 5 s ) O R TR 5K Y i R
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BYIMRESPUE TRBHENEY RN, X2
SRR AR RS B M A ) R N
ZSIP AN, TR AT LA A
FIRALE Z R RE R, M AR A KR F R
RSB EEREY  Ahik ks
N HEAAT BRI B, BRG] T 2h AR Rl £
BRI/ A A i B A S A
Vi PR A (2 2) o

S B8 MR R AR ZH AR RE
AR B R RE B R R A P B R ik
PEARGR LRI e AR AT £ Vb Y
Py eh WORHAY TRT EAAR RO, 1 30 R B
(4 TRIEZ AR Y, Xl fE -5 R AR A G,
SR Segh Wyl LA =T £ V0l ) LA A2 A 3
BATHR A EHE
3.2 AERESHERERMKIIESR
WS G R /NS A ST Sk AR R 4
P 5 PSR I, A R S 1 By HAT B
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Fig.1 Frequency of maximal width of prey in adult stomach contents
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