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1  |  INTRODUC TION

Sexually selected weaponry is prevalent in a wide range of animal 
species and encompasses a spectacular array of body structures 
expressed with different degrees of exaggeration (Emlen,  2008; 

Rico-Guevara & Hurme, 2019). Sexually selected weapons (hereaf-
ter: weapons) evolve via selection resulting from intrasexual compe-
tition over mates or resources important to mates. The majority of 
studies investigating the use of sexually selected weaponry have fo-
cused on males competing for access to females, which is common in 
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Abstract
Across the animal kingdom, exaggerated weaponry is frequently used by one sex to 
contest access for potential mates. Within species, if disproportionate investment in 
weaponry confers an advantage to larger individuals, this may result in positive static 
allometry. It is predicted that the same selective pressures may also lead to positive 
evolutionary allometry, where larger species bear disproportionately large weapons 
on average, compared with smaller species. Furthermore, in species with stronger 
sexual selection, the static allometries of those weapons are expected to steepen. All 
adult males across the New Zealand sheetweb spider genus Cambridgea bear exag-
gerated chelicerae, which are used to compete for control of females' webs. Here, we 
characterize the distribution of chelicera lengths within each sex of 12 Cambridgea 
species to show that chelicerae almost always exhibit positive static allometry in 
males while female chelicera lengths are consistently isometric. We use comparative 
phylogenetic methods to demonstrate that the slopes of static allometries steepen in 
males of larger species but that the ratio of average chelicera length to cephalothorax 
width is tightly conserved across taxa, leading to an isometric evolutionary allometry. 
While static allometries indeed steepen in larger species, possibly due to stronger 
sexual selection, this conservation of relative trait size suggests that chelicera length 
is subject to other stabilizing selective pressures. Changes to species body plans might 
be constrained, while still allowing for disproportionate investment in weapon traits in 
the upper range of intraspecific body sizes.
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insects (dung beetles, Onthophagus taurus, Moczek & Emlen, 2000; 
potter wasps, Synagris cornuta, Longair,  2004; giraffe weevils, 
Lasiorhynchus barbicornis, Painting & Holwell,  2013, cave wētā, 
Pachyrhamma waitomoensis, Fea & Holwell, 2018), spiders (jumping 
spiders, Lyssomanes viridis, Tedore & Johnsen, 2012; sheetweb spi-
ders, Cambridgea foliata, Walker & Holwell, 2018), crustaceans (shore 
crabs, Carcinus maenas, Sneddon et al., 1997; fiddler crabs, Uca spp., 
Swanson et al., 2013) and mammals (bighorn sheep, Ovis canadensis, 
Coltman et al., 2002), among other animals. However, females are 
also known to compete for mates with sex-specific weaponry, such 
as occurs in jacanas (Berglund, 2013; Jenni & Collier, 1972).

Weapon morphology can vary widely in size and shape not 
only across species but among individuals of the same species. 
Commonly, the relative expression of weapons covaries with body 
size across closely related species and between individuals. Patterns 
of traits' covariation with body size—allometries—occur across spe-
cies (evolutionary allometries), within species (static allometries) 
and within individuals across different developmental stages (on-
togenetic allometries) and reflect the interaction of species-specific 
developmental and selective processes. The allometric scaling rela-
tionship is expressed as the power function:

In this function, y is the measure of the trait of interest, a is a 
normalization constant or the y-intercept, x is the measure of 
body size and b is the allometric or scaling exponent (Gould, 1966; 
Huxley, 1932; Thompson, 1917). If the allometric exponent is 1, it 
implies that the trait of interest scales proportionally with body size 
and this is described as isometry. In contrast, positive allometry oc-
curs when the scaling exponent is greater than one and negative al-
lometry when the scaling exponent is less than one.

Within species, positive static allometries, in which large indi-
viduals of a species possess disproportionately large weapons, have 
received substantial attention (Eberhard et al., 2018; Kodric-Brown 
et al., 2006; O'Brien et al., 2018; Petrie, 1988) and can result from a 
range of selective environments (Bonduriansky, 2007). In part, this 
diversity of origins results from the different (and sometimes multi-
ple) biomechanical and behavioural functions that weapons can have 
(Eberhard et al., 2018). While some weapons are used to contact and 
exert force against an opponent, others allow combatants to assess 
each other's fighting ability (‘threat signals’). Larger weapons may 
be beneficial because they provide a biomechanical advantage in 
contests. Alternatively, when individuals use trait size to assess each 
other's fighting ability, a greater disparity in weapon size is required 
for accurate assessment as individuals and their weapons become 
larger (Weber's Law). This makes it beneficial for larger individuals 
to further invest in enlarging their weapons (Eberhard et al., 2018). 
In both cases, positive static allometries for weapons can result pro-
vided that large individuals receive fitness gains from investing dis-
proportionately in weaponry (Bonduriansky & Day, 2003; Eberhard 
et al., 2018; Emlen, 2008; Petrie, 1988). Simultaneously, the expres-
sion of exaggerated weaponry may be unnecessarily costly for small 
males who, therefore, invest less (Taborsky & Brockmann, 2010).

A positive evolutionary allometry will also result if larger 
species have, on average, larger weapons (e.g. Bovidae: Bro-
Jørgensen, 2007; Tidière et al.,  2017; porcelain crabs, Petrolisthes: 
Baeza & Asorey, 2012). This may occur if sexual selection on weapon 
size is stronger in larger species and/or selection for larger weaponry 
creates a concomitant increase in body size (Summers & Ord, 2022). 
However, how static and evolutionary allometries interrelate among 
closely related species remains relatively unexplored despite the 
two relationships most likely sharing the same developmental prop-
erties (Gould, 1966; Pélabon et al., 2014). Within species, a herita-
ble scaling relationship has been proposed as a plausible mechanism 
generating observed covariation of body and weapon size. In this 
case, differential trait expression of the same genotype is condi-
tional on environmental variables such as food availability (Emlen & 
Nijhout, 2000). The insulin-like growth factor (IGF) signalling path-
way in rhinoceros beetles (Trypoxylus dichotomus) is one such exam-
ple of a mechanism in which horn tissues have heightened sensitivity 
to the physiological correlates of foraging success, producing large 
male morphs when a certain threshold for the physiological cor-
relate, relating to juvenile nutrition, is exceeded (Emlen et al., 2012). 
Similar mechanisms have been implicated in a range of sexually se-
lected characters in both holometabolous and hemimetabolous in-
vertebrates (Nijhout & McKenna,  2018) and may be applicable to 
some vertebrates as well (Mahr et al.,  2020). By their nature, we 
would expect that the heritable scaling relationships of ancestors 
must impact the allometries of descendants. That is, if a positive 
static allometry in a common ancestor is inherited, we would expect 
an overall positive evolutionary allometry for the trait across its mul-
tiple descendent species with larger species exhibiting heightened 
expression of weapon traits (Lande, 1979, 1985).

However, because these mechanisms are themselves under se-
lection, we must, therefore, expect that static allometries should 
themselves evolve in intercept, slope and shape between closely 
related species. In some taxa, static allometries are steeper in spe-
cies exhibiting evidence of stronger sexual selection (e.g. cervids, 
Clutton-Brock et al., 1980, Plard et al., 2011; earwigs, Simmons & 
Tomkins,  1996; stalk-eyed flies, Diopsidae, Voje & Hansen,  2013). 
By contrast, if natural selection through predation strongly selects 
against cumbersome weapons in already larger and more visible in-
dividuals, we may expect the opposite with shallower, isometric or 
even negative static allometries in large species.

Here we examine the evolution of weapons and their allometric 
relationships using a genus of sheetweb spiders endemic to New 
Zealand (Cambridgea L. Koch 1872; Desidae). With 30 extant de-
scribed species (Paquin et al., 2010), males of this genus invariably 
bear exaggerated chelicerae, which are significantly larger than those 
of conspecific females. Relatively rare among spiders, males also have 
a similar body size to females and in some cases are slightly larger. We 
have previously demonstrated positive static allometries in male che-
licera length for two species of this genus (Cambridgea foliata, Walker 
& Holwell,  2018; Cambridgea plagiata, McCambridge, Painting, 
et al., 2019; McCambridge, Walker, et al., 2019). We have also shown 
that males will lock their chelicerae together and push forward 

y = axb .
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against one another (‘grappling’) when fighting for access to females 
and that larger males are more likely to win contests (McCambridge 
et al.,  2021; Walker & Holwell,  2018). Contests usually end when 
one male retreats and departs the web. Injuries are infrequent but, 
when they do occur, are the result of one male stabbing a fang into his 
opponent's cephalothorax during grappling. We have proposed that 
positive static allometry in Cambridgea spp. is driven by the fact that 
only the largest males escalate contests to grappling and, therefore, 
use their chelicerae while earlier contests phases consist of using only 
their anterior legs to tap at each other (Walker & Holwell, 2018).

This study aims to understand how chelicera length and static 
allometries for chelicera have evolved across this genus and to dis-
entangle the potential roles of sexual and natural selection in this 
process. To achieve this, we use morphological data of 12 species of 
Cambridgea to (1) examine intraspecific variation in chelicera length, 
calculating static allometries for each sex and species and estimates 
of sexual size dimorphism; (2) compare average species traits for 
chelicera length and body size across species and sexes to estimate 
the evolutionary allometries for males and females of this genus; (3) 
compare how static allometries vary across the genus, using phylo-
genetic comparative method.

If positive static allometries are common within this genus, then 
we predict positive evolutionary allometry with disproportionately 
larger chelicerae in the largest Cambridgea species. If stronger sex-
ual selection results in benefits to weapon exaggeration for larger 
individuals relative to other forms of selection, we also predict 
that static allometries steepen in larger species and species that 
have male-biased sexual size dimorphism. Sexual size dimorphism 
is commonly treated as an index for the strength of sexual selec-
tion (see: Macedo et al., 2013; Schütz & Taborsky, 2011). However, 
among Cambridgea species, SDI does not generally appear to be 
heavily male-biased. Therefore, we predict that, if sexual selection 
drives steeper male weapon allometries, those species with either 
larger absolute male size or larger size relative to females will exhibit 
steeper static allometries.

2  |  MATERIAL S AND METHODS

2.1  |  Measurements

We measured chelicera length and cephalothorax width (used as 
a measure of body size for spiders) of 1087 spiders (Nfemale = 490; 
Nmale  =  597) using live specimens from the field and preserved 
specimens from Aotearoa, New Zealand's major natural history col-
lections between November 2014 and May 2017. The collections 
we accessed include the Entomology Research museum, Lincoln 
University (LUNZ); the Museum of New Zealand Te Papa Tongarewa, 
Wellington (MONZ); the New Zealand Arthropod Collection, 
Landcare research (NZAC); Auckland War Memorial Museum, 
Auckland (AMNZ); and Otago Museum (OMNZ).

The 12 taxa sampled in this study were Cambridgea ambigua 
Blest & Vink, 2000; Cambridgea annulata Dalmas 1917; Cambridgea 
antipodiana (White, 1849); Cambridgea arboricola (Urquhart, 1891); 

Cambridgea fasciata L. Koch; Cambridgea foliata (L. Koch, 1872); 
Cambridgea obscura Blest & Vink, 2000; Cambridgea pallidula Blest 
& Vink, 2000; Cambridgea peelensis Blest & Vink, 2000; Cambridgea 
plagiata Forster & Wilton, 1973; Cambridgea quadromaculata Blest & 
Taylor, 1995; and Cambridgea reinga Forster & Wilton, 1973.

We measured 43 specimens twice to conduct a repeatability test. 
Measurements had high repeatability for both chelicera length (0.985) 
and cephalothorax width (0.962) (Whitlock & Schluter, 2015). All mea-
surements were made using hand callipers accurate to 0.01 mm.

2.2  |  Species traits and static allometries of 
chelicera length

2.2.1  |  Species trait estimates

We calculated arithmetic means of cephalothorax width and chelicera 
length for males and females of each species. We calculated a sexual 
size dimorphism index (SDI) for both chelicera length and cephalotho-
rax width using the method outlined by Lovich et al. (2014) in which:

For this index, negative values indicate male-biased sexual size 
dimorphism and positive values indicate female-biased sexual size 
dimorphism. This index has been used in a range of studies including 
those on nephilid spiders (Kuntner & Cheng, 2016), tree frogs (Scinax 
fuscovarius, Goldberg et al.,  2018) and slider turtles (Trachemys 
scripta, Gibbons & Lovich, 1990).

2.2.2  |  Static allometries

We estimated the allometric relationship between the logs of ceph-
alothorax width and chelicera length for each sex of each species 
using ordinary least squares regression and tested whether the allo-
metric slope differed from isometry (Kilmer & Rodríguez, 2017). We 
conducted analyses in R 3.4.1. (R Core Team, 2017) using the slope. 
test function in the package smatr to test the correlation, r, between 
residual and fitted values and determine if slopes were significantly 
different to 1 (Warton et al., 2012). Due to the small number of indi-
viduals available for C. reinga and C. pallidula we excluded them from 
any analyses involving allometric relationships.

2.3  |  Evolutionary allometry of species' 
chelicera length

2.3.1  |  Variation in average species traits

To examine how traits covary across closely related species, we 
conducted Phylogenetic Generalized Least Squares (PGLS) regres-
sions using average measures of species' traits for each sex with 
the analysis weighted based on the degree of relatedness between 

SDI = (female body size∕male body size) − 1.
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species (Garamszegi, 2014). This process involves estimating the de-
gree to which trait values are affected by relatedness (because labil-
ity of traits vary) using Pagel's λ, which is the most commonly used 
index (Blomberg et al., 2003; Münkemüller et al., 2012). We adopted 
the species tree built by Walker et al. (2019) (Figure 1) using branch 
lengths to weight our analyses. We used PGLS to examine how 
weapon size covaried with body size in males and females and cepha-
lothorax SDI. We analysed covariation of weapon size using both ab-
solute chelicera length and relative chelicerae size (average chelicera 
length/average cephalothorax width). Whenever we compared spe-
cies' traits, we used averages of our measurements for those species.

Due to the limited number of species available for analyses (<20 
species) PGLS would most likely underestimate phylogenetic signal (in 
our case, λ). For this reason, in addition to using the maximum likelihood 
method of estimating phylogenetic signal with the comparative. data 
function in the R package caper (Orme et al., 2013), we also conducted 
the analyses using a fixed value of phylogenetic signal, λ = 1, which is 
indicative of strong phylogenetic signal or a Brownian motion model 
of evolution with changes accruing solely as the result of genetic drift. 
In this latter scenario, the residuals of closely related species are sim-
ilar because those species share a recent common ancestor, and this 
autocorrelation is accounted for when estimating model parameters 
(Symonds & Blomberg, 2014). As predicted, nearly all maximum likeli-
hood estimates of phylogenetic signal returned an estimate of λ = 0. If 
we were to treat this estimate as correct, it would suggest that body 
size and chelicerae length have evolved independently in each spe-
cies and that similarities in these traits are no more expected among 
closely related species than distantly related ones. This seems unlikely 
given that body size in other species, and morphological traits in gen-
eral, usually exhibit a high degree of phylogenetic signal (Blomberg 
et al., 2003). When we conducted PGLS using this maximum likelihood 
estimate, similar results were produced as when we ran regressions 
using λ = 1. Therefore, we present only the results of PGLS using λ = 1.

2.3.2  |  Variation in static allometries

To study how static allometries vary between Cambridgea species, 
we used PGLS to examine the covariation of static allometric slopes 

(β1) and intercepts (β0) with average cephalothorax width for males 
and for females; and with SDI of cephalothorax width. We were not 
able to collect enough measurements to calculate static allometries 
for Cambridgea reinga and Cambridgea pallidula. Therefore, we used 
a modified tree with these species removed when conducting analy-
ses involving estimates of static allometries.

3  |  RESULTS

3.1  |  Species traits and static allometries of 
chelicera length

3.1.1  |  Species traits

The Cambridgea sampled for this study ranged in cephalothorax 
width from 2.43–5.96 mm while chelicera length varied from be-
tween 1.89–5.91 mm. C.  foliata and C.  plagiata were the largest 
of the taxa sampled while C. reinga was the smallest, irrespective 
of sex. Sexual dimorphism was generally very minor with respect 
to cephalothorax width (average SDI  =  −0.0261 ± 0.0468 SD). 
By contrast, male chelicerae were consistently about 25% larger 
than those of conspecific females (average SDI = −0.253 ± 0.060 
SD; Table 1, Figures 2 and 3). This is further reflected in the rela-
tive chelicera sizes for each sex with male chelicera length dem-
onstrating an almost 1:1 relationship with male cephalothorax 
width on average for each species. Meanwhile, for females, aver-
age chelicera length was generally about 70% that of cephalotho-
rax width.

3.1.2  |  Static allometries of chelicera length

Males of all but two species had positively allometric chelicerae 
while all females possessed weakly negatively allometric chelicerae 
or allometries, which were not significantly different to a slope of 1 
(Table 2; Figure 4). Of the species studied, C. plagiata had the steep-
est male allometric slope (β1 = 1.49, 95% CI = 1.31, 1.68). We did 
not find evidence that allometric slopes for male C.  ambigua and 

F I G U R E  1  Bayesian species tree 
adopted from Walker et al. (2019).
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C. fasciata were significantly different to 1 (C. ambigua: r14 = −0.0861, 
p = 0.749; C. fasciata: r32 = 0.114, p = 0.533).

3.2  |  Evolutionary allometry of species' 
chelicera length

3.2.1  |  Do larger species have disproportionately 
larger male weapons?

We did not find evidence that male chelicerae are disproportion-
ately larger in larger species; male chelicera length scales isometri-
cally with cephalothorax width (Figure  5; β0  =  0.0416, β1  =  0.978, 
SE  =  0.0491, p < 0.0001, F1,10  =  396.6, adjusted-R2  =  0.973) with 
no evidence that the estimated slope differs significantly from 1 
(r9 = 0.318, p = 0.340). Therefore, we did not find evidence for posi-
tive evolutionary allometry in male weapon size.

We similarly found that average chelicera length scaled iso-
metrically with average cephalothorax width in females (Figure  5; 

β0 = −0.261, β1 = 1.01, SE = 0.0179, p < 0.0001, F1,10 = 318.5, adjust-
ed-R2 = 0.997). The higher regression intercept for males relative to 
females reflects that adult males have proportionally larger cheli-
cerae across all species, as shown in Figures 2 and 3.

We found that, among larger species, sexual dimorphism in body 
size became slightly more female-biased (β0  =  −0.260, β1  =  0.161, 
SE = 0.0587, p = 0.0209, F1,10 = 7.50, adjusted-R2 = 0.371). However, 
body size dimorphism was consistently low in this genus (between 
9.3% male-biased and 7.4% female-biased; Table 1).

3.3  |  Variation in static allometries

3.3.1  |  Do larger species exhibit steeper chelicerae 
allometries in males?

We found evidence that the static allometries of male chelicera 
became steeper in larger species (Figure 6; β0 = 0.462, β1 = 0.558, 
SE  =  0.220, p  =  0.035, F1,10  =  6.44, adjusted-R2  =  0.377). 

F I G U R E  2  Chelicerae of male and female Cambridgea for six of the sampled taxa. All images © Auckland museum CC BY. Including 
specimens: C. annulata, AMNZ154199, AMNZ154201; C. fasciata, AMNZ154198; C. peelensis, AMNZ154194, AMNZ154197; C. plagiata, 
AMNZ154195, AMNZ154196; C. quadromaculata, AMNZ154193, AMNZ154200.
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Simultaneously, allometric intercepts decrease in larger spe-
cies (Figure  6; β0  =  0.453, β1  =  0.-0.443, SE  =  0.492, p  =  0.0143, 
F1,8 = 9.73, adjusted-R2 = 0.492). This was expected as steeper al-
lometric slopes commonly result in lower intercepts.

While female allometric slopes seem to reduce and even be-
come slightly negatively allometric in larger species, this relationship 
was not statistically significant (β0 = 1.18, β1 = −0.152, SE = 0.127, 
p  =  0.266, F1,8  =  1.43, adjusted-R2  =  0.0456), and we found no 
evidence that the females' allometric intercept changes with aver-
age body size (β0 = −0.0321, β1 = −0.0123, SE = 0.204, p = 0.954, 
F1,8 = 0.00362, adjusted-R2 = −0.125).

3.3.2  |  Does SDI correlate with chelicerae 
allometry?

We found that static allometric slopes steepened in species with 
female-biased sexual size dimorphism (SDI > 0; β0 = 1.38, β1 = 2.47, 
SE  =  0.526, p  =  0.00155, F1,8  =  22.07, adjusted-R2  =  0.701). This 
result likely reflects the fact that the species exhibiting female-
biased sexual size dimorphism were generally also larger in absolute 
terms (Table 1). By contrast, there was a non-significant, negative 
relationship between female allometric slope and SDI (β0 = 0.931, 
β1 = −0.719, SE = 0.523, p = 0.206, F1,8 = 1.89, adjusted-R2 = 0.0900).

4  |  DISCUSSION

We found that male chelicera length exhibits positive static allo-
metries in nearly every species of Cambridgea sampled. There was 
very little sexual dimorphism in body size, and a high degree of 
overlap in the variance among males and females, suggesting that 
SDI would be a poor measure of the strength of sexual selection 
among Cambridgea species. However, as predicted, static allometries 
for male chelicerae length were steeper in larger-bodied species. 
Positive static weapon allometries are selected for when increasing 
weapon size grants net benefits in contests above and beyond an 
increase in body size (Bonduriansky & Day, 2003). The steeper al-
lometries exhibited by males of larger Cambridgea species, therefore, 
suggest that the fitness gains for large males are greatest among the 
larger species but nevertheless exist to some extent across the sam-
pled taxa. A heritable scaling relationship such as has been identified 
in other systems, inherited from a common ancestor, could be a par-
simonious explanation for this near ubiquity.

The mostly positive static allometries in male chelicerae sug-
gests that these traits are used in similar ways to resolve contests 
across the genus. For both C. foliata (Walker & Holwell, 2018) and 
C. plagiata (McCambridge et al., 2021), contests are divided into pre- 
and post-contact phases and size is a significant predictor for both 
contest outcome and whether the contest escalates. As with other 

F I G U R E  3  Boxplots showing the distributions of cephalothorax widths (top) and chelicera lengths (bottom) for males (filled) and females 
(unfilled) of 12 species of Cambridgea.
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spiders (e.g. jumping spiders, Servaea incana, McGinley et al., 2015; 
Lyssomanes viridis, Tedore & Johnsen, 2012), males of C. foliata and 
C. plagiata only make contact with each other in the most escalated 
contests. Therefore, investing in exaggerated chelicerae may only 

be beneficial to males that are larger and, therefore, more likely to 
engage in escalated contests, resulting in positive static allometries 
(Arnott & Elwood, 2009; Bonduriansky & Day, 2003; McCambridge 
et al.,  2021; Palaoro & Briffa,  2017; Walker & Holwell,  2018). 

F I G U R E  4  Static allometries (±95% confidence intervals) of chelicera length and cephalothorax width for males (filled circles) and 
females (open circles) of 10 Cambridgea species. Linear models were fit on log-transformed data (for parameters see Table 2) so models and 
confidence intervals have been back-transformed (formula: Y = axb; Huxley, 1932) to fit untransformed axes and data.
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Behavioural observations of other Cambridgea species would con-
firm whether this holds true across the genus.

In general, we expected static allometries to steepen in species 
experiencing stronger sexual selection, as measured by sexual size 
dimorphism index and average male body size. In testing both mea-
sures, we found that static allometries were steepest in species that 
were slightly female-biased in size and in species that had larger 
males in absolute terms. The former result is against expectations 
but also less useful as Cambridgea appear to be largely monomorphic 
with limited differences (<9%) in even the most female- and male-
biased species. We also found that our most female-biased species 

were incidentally our largest ones. Therefore, because larger ab-
solute male body and weapon size is a good predictor of contest 
success in at least two Cambridgea species (McCambridge, Walker, 
et al., 2019; Walker & Holwell, 2018), absolute male body size may 
be a better indicator of the strength of sexual selection.

Across the genus, in support of this possibility, we did find 
that larger species exhibited steeper male allometric slopes and 
lower intercepts. Our results, therefore, also suggest that males 
of smaller species of Cambridgea may be under weaker sexual se-
lection. Differences in allometric slope and intercept across spe-
cies, likely result from selection acting to differing degrees upon 
the characteristics of each species' scaling relationships (Eberhard 
et al., 2018; Rico-Guevara & Hurme, 2019) rather than on absolute 
trait sizes, resulting in changes in slope, intercept and shape (Perl 
et al., 2017). Indeed, changes in scaling relationships can occur over 
a small number of generations as demonstrated by artificially select-
ing for specific ratios of trait to body size in fruit flies (Drosophila 
melanogaster, Weber, 1990), stalk-eyed flies (Cyrtodiopsis dalmanni, 
Wilkinson,  1993) and dung beetles (Onthophagus acuminatus, 
Emlen, 1996).

Our finding that steeper male static allometries occur in the 
largest species may also support Weber's law, recently proposed as 
a driver of positive static allometry for structures with a signalling 
function (Eberhard et al.,  2018). Positive static allometry within a 
species may result because as the weapons of rivals become larger, 
their ability to assess differences between them will become less pre-
cise. This would favour greater exaggeration of weapons among the 
largest males in order to more reliably intimidate rivals. Intriguingly, 
this may also apply across species - greater disparity in weapon size 
may be required for more accurate assessment of rivals as species 
become larger, in absolute terms. This would drive the evolution of 
steeper allometric slopes in larger species, just as we have observed 

F I G U R E  5  Covariation of chelicera length and cephalothorax 
width for males (filled circles, unbroken line) and females (unfilled 
circles, dotted line) using phylogenetic signal of λ = 1.

F I G U R E  6  Covariation of static allometry characteristics for males (filled circles, unbroken line) and females (unfilled circles, dashed line) 
with cephalothorax width using phylogenetic signal of λ = 1. Changes in allometric slope shown on the left and allometric intercept on the 
right.
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for Cambridgea. Once again, behavioural observations of species, 
especially the smaller ones, are necessary to test these hypotheses.

We predicted, given the near ubiquity of both chelicerae exag-
geration and positive static allometries for males, that we would 
observe a positive evolutionary allometry for chelicera length. 
While positive evolutionary allometries in weaponry have been ob-
served in other systems (e.g. porcelain crabs, Petrolisthes, Baeza & 
Asorey, 2012; Bovidae: Bro-Jørgensen, 2007; Tidière et al., 2017), 
we instead found that male chelicera length exhibits evolutionary 
isometry. That is, the length of chelicerae relative to body size is 
uniform across the genus. Consequently, while the two largest spe-
cies of our sampled taxa, C. foliata and C. plagiata, have the steepest 
allometries, their ratios of chelicera length to body size is approxi-
mately the same as those for smaller species such as C. fasciata and 
C. ambigua. Chelicera length also exhibits evolutionary isometry in 
Cambridgea females although we estimated that female chelicerae 
may scale with a slightly negative exponent, indicating that females 
of larger species have slightly smaller chelicerae relative to body 
size.

Evolutionary isometry of male chelicera length suggests that 
natural selection may constrain divergence. Specifically, the con-
servation of male and female ratios of chelicera length to body 
size suggests that there is an optimal morphology for foraging that 
males only deviate from due to sexual selection. That is, while adult 
males need exaggerated chelicerae for intrasexual contests, natural 
selection may be limiting further increases in size, meaning the av-
erage relative length for chelicera remains relatively fixed. In some 
arachnids, raptorial feeding appendages can become increasingly 
exaggerated across both males and females provided that both 
species benefit from the greater length (e.g. tusked harvestmen, 
Phareicranaus manauara, Palaoro et al.,  2022). However, as female 
Cambridgea have consistently smaller chelicera with consistently 
lower allometric slopes, it seems likely that isometry or negative 
allometries may expected when only natural selection is acting on 
chelicerae size in this group (Pollard, 1994; Voje, 2016). Evolutionary 
isometry in chelicerae for both males and females suggests such 
constraints are at play across the genus.

The near ubiquity of positive static allometries within 
Cambridgea males are likely to result from sexual selection acting 
on males contesting access to females. However, that the charac-
teristics of these static allometries vary across species while the 
sampled taxa overall exhibit evolutionary isometry indicates that 
there is likely to be stabilizing selection that influences how the 
benefits and costs of bearing exaggerated weaponry accrue across 
individuals of different species. While behavioural studies with two 
Cambridgea species indeed suggest that weapon exaggeration is 
selected for in contests, it is not known how larger or smaller che-
licera may fare in prey capture and how foraging success by males 
compares to those of females, which tend to exhibit more isometric 
static allometries. By studying weapons at a range of scales it be-
comes clear that multiple selective pressures are likely to be acting 
in concert to produce the observed distribution of morphologies at 
intra- and inter-specific levels.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
LW and GH involved in conceptualization, method design, manu-
script preparation and writing. LW involved in data collection and 
formal data analysis.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
We are grateful to Cor Vink, David Seldon, Bryce McQuillan, Steve 
Kerr and Chrissie Painting for providing specimens; to Anna Probert, 
Jenny Green and Charlotte Forster for assistance in the field; and to 
Jennifer Carol, Richard Ng and Daan Hoffman (AMNZ) for specimen 
photography. We would also like to acknowledge John Early (AMNZ), 
John Marris (LUNZ), Grace Hall (NZAC), Phil Sirvid (MONZ) and Emma 
Burns (OMNZ) for providing us with access to their collections. We 
are grateful to Glauco Machado and our reviewers for comments on 
the manuscript. This research is funded by the University of Auckland 
Doctoral Scholarship and the Entomological Society of New Zealand 
21st Anniversary Award. Specimens were collected under Department 
of Conservation permits (Authorizations: 45478-FAU, 45668-
FAU). Open access publishing facilitated by Auckland University of 
Technology, as part of the Wiley - Auckland University of Technology 
agreement via the Council of Australian University Librarians.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T
The authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.

PEER RE VIE W
The peer review history for this article is available at https://publo​
ns.com/publo​n/10.1111/jeb.14100.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Morphological data have been archived in Dryad at https://doi.
org/10.5061/dryad.gmsbc​c2r5. For species tree including sequence 
accession details see Walker et al. (2019).

ORCID
Leilani Ariyavisitakul Walker   https://orcid.
org/0000-0003-3193-5258 
Gregory Ian Holwell   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6059-6032 

R E FE R E N C E S
Arnott, G., & Elwood, R. W. (2009). Assessment of fighting ability in 

animal contests. Animal Behaviour, 77(5), 991–1004. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.anbeh​av.2009.02.010

Baeza, J. A., & Asorey, C. M. (2012). Testing the role of male–male 
competition in the evolution of sexual dimorphism: A com-
parison between two species of porcelain crabs. Biological 
Journal of the Linnean Society, 105(3), 548–558. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2011.01803.x

Berglund, A. (2013). Why are sexually selected weapons almost absent in 
females? Current Zoology, 59(4), 564–568. https://doi.org/10.1093/
czool​o/59.4.564

Blomberg, S. P., Garland, T., & Ives, A. R. (2003). Testing for phylo-
genetic signal in comparative data: Behavioral traits are more 
labile. Evolution, 57(4), 717–745. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.0014-3820.2003.tb002​85.x

https://publons.com/publon/10.1111/jeb.14100
https://publons.com/publon/10.1111/jeb.14100
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.gmsbcc2r5
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.gmsbcc2r5
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3193-5258
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3193-5258
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3193-5258
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6059-6032
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6059-6032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2009.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2009.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2011.01803.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2011.01803.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/czoolo/59.4.564
https://doi.org/10.1093/czoolo/59.4.564
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb00285.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb00285.x


    |  1535WALKER and HOLWELL

Bonduriansky, R. (2007). Sexual selection and allometry: A critical reap-
praisal of the evidence and ideas. Evolution, 61(4), 838–849. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2007.00081.x

Bonduriansky, R., & Day, T. (2003). The evolution of static allometry in 
sexually selected traits. Evolution, 57(11), 2450–2458. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb014​90.x

Bro-Jørgensen, J. (2007). The intensity of sexual selection predicts 
weapon size in male bovids. Evolution, 61(6), 1316–1326. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2007.00111.x

Clutton-Brock, T. H., Albon, S. D., & Harvey, P. H. (1980). Antlers, body 
size and breeding group size in the Cervidae. Nature, 285(5766), 
565–567.

Coltman, D. W., Festa-Bianchet, M., Jorgenson, J. T., & Strobeck, 
C. (2002). Age-dependent sexual selection in bighorn rams. 
Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 269(1487), 
165–172. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2001.1851

Eberhard, W. G., Rodríguez, R. L., Huber, B. A., Speck, B., Miller, H., 
Buzatto, B. A., & Machado, G. (2018). Sexual selection and static 
allometry: The importance of function. The Quarterly Review of 
Biology, 93(3), 207–250.

Emlen, D. J. (1996). Artificial selection on horn length-body size al-
lometry in the horned beetle Onthophagus acuminatus (cole-
optera: Scarabaeidae). Evolution, 50(3), 1219–1230. https://doi.
org/10.2307/2410662

Emlen, D. J. (2008). The evolution of animal weapons. Annual Review 
of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics, 39(1), 387–413. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annur​ev.ecols​ys.39.110707.173502

Emlen, D. J., & Nijhout, H. F. (2000). The development and evolu-
tion of exaggerated morphologies in insects. Annual Review 
of Entomology, 45(1), 661–708. https://doi.org/10.1146/annur​
ev.ento.45.1.661

Emlen, D. J., Warren, I. A., Johns, A., Dworkin, I., & Lavine, L. C. (2012). 
A mechanism of extreme growth and reliable signaling in sexually 
selected ornaments and weapons. Science, 337(6096), 860–864. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.1224286

Fea, M., & Holwell, G. I. (2018). Exaggerated male legs increase mat-
ing success by reducing disturbance to females in the cave wētā 
Pachyrhamma waitomoensis. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: 
Biological Sciences, 285(1880), 20180401. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rspb.2018.0401

Garamszegi, L. Z. (Ed.). (2014). Modern phylogenetic comparative methods 
and their application in evolutionary biology: Concepts and practice. 
Springer-Verlag. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-43550​-2

Gibbons, J. W., & Lovich, J. E. (1990). Sexual dimorphism in turtles with 
emphasis on the slider turtle (Trachemys scripta). Herpetological 
Monographs, 4, 1–29. https://doi.org/10.2307/1466966

Goldberg, J., Cardozo, D., Brusquetti, F., Bueno Villafañe, D., Caballero 
Gini, A., & Bianchi, C. (2018). Body size variation and sexual size 
dimorphism across climatic gradients in the widespread treefrog 
Scinax fuscovarius (Anura, Hylidae). Austral Ecology, 43(1), 35–45. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/aec.12532

Gould, S. J. (1966). Allometry and size in ontogeny and phylogeny. 
Biological Reviews of the Cambridge Philosophical Society, 41(4), 587–
640. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185x.1966.tb016​24.x

Huxley, J. (1932/1972). Problems of relative growth (2d ed.). Dover.
Jenni, D. A., & Collier, G. (1972). Polyandry in the American Jaçana (Jacana 

spinosa). The Auk, 89(4), 743–765. https://doi.org/10.2307/4084107
Kilmer, J. T., & Rodríguez, R. L. (2017). Ordinary least squares regression 

is indicated for studies of allometry. Journal of Evolutionary Biology, 
30(1), 4–12. https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.12986

Kodric-Brown, A., Sibly, R. M., & Brown, J. H. (2006). The allometry of 
ornaments and weapons. Proceedings of the National Academy 
of Sciences of the United States of America, 103(23), 8733–8738. 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.06029​94103

Kuntner, M., & Cheng, R.-C. (2016). Evolutionary pathways maintaining 
extreme female-biased sexual size dimorphism: Convergent spider 

cases defy common patterns. In P. Pontarotti (Ed.), Evolutionary bi-
ology: Convergent evolution, evolution of complex traits, concepts and 
methods (pp. 121–133). Springer International Publishing. https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-41324​-2_8

Lande, R. (1979). Quantitative genetic analysis of multivariate evolution, 
applied to brain: Body size allometry. Evolution, 33(1), 402–416. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2407630

Lande, R. (1985). Genetic and evolutionary aspects of allometry. In W. L. 
Jungers (Ed.), Size and scaling in primate biology (pp. 21–32). Springer 
US. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-3647-9_2

Longair, R. W. (2004). Tusked males, male dimorphism and nesting behav-
ior in a subsocial Afrotropical wasp, Synagris cornuta, and weapons 
and dimorphism in the genus (Hymenoptera: Vespidae: Eumeninae). 
Journal of the Kansas Entomological Society, 77(4), 528–557. https://
doi.org/10.2317/E-38.1

Lovich, J. E., Gibbons, J. W., & Agha, M. (2014). Does the timing of at-
tainment of maturity influence sexual size dimorphism and adult 
sex ratio in turtles? Biological Journal of the Linnean Society, 112(1), 
142–149. https://doi.org/10.1111/bij.12275

Macedo, M. V., Monteiro, R. F., Silveira, M. P., & Mayhew, P. J. 
(2013). Male–male contests for mates, sexual size dimorphism, 
and sex ratio in a natural population of a solitary parasitoid. 
Behavioural Processes, 100, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
beproc.2013.07.003

Mahr, K., Vincze, O., Tóth, Z., Hoi, H., & Lendvai, Á. Z. (2020). Insulin-like 
growth factor 1 is related to the expression of plumage traits in 
a passerine species. Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 74(3), 39. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s0026​5-020-2821-6

McCambridge, J. E., Painting, C. J., Walker, L. A., & Holwell, G. I. (2019). 
Weapon allometry and phenotypic correlation in the New Zealand 
sheetweb spider Cambridgea plagiata. Biological Journal of the Linnean 
Society, 126(2), 349–359. https://doi.org/10.1093/bioli​nnean/​bly170

McCambridge, J. E., Painting, C. J., Walker, L. A., & Holwell, G. I. 
(2021). Contests between male New Zealand sheet-web spi-
ders, Cambridgea plagiata (Araneae: Desidae). New Zealand 
Journal of Zoology, 49, 53–66. https://doi.org/10.1080/03014​
223.2021.1909081

McCambridge, J. E., Walker, L. A., & Holwell, G. I. (2019). Natural history 
and ecology of the New Zealand sheet-web spiders Cambridgea 
plagiata and C. foliata (Araneae: Desidae). Journal of Natural 
History, 53(19–20), 1153–1167. https://doi.org/10.1080/00222​
933.2019.1632951

McGinley, R. H., Prenter, J., & Taylor, P. W. (2015). Assessment strat-
egies and decision making in male–male contests of Servaea 
Incana jumping spiders. Animal Behaviour, 101, 89–95. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.anbeh​av.2014.12.014

Moczek, A. P., & Emlen, D. J. (2000). Male horn dimorphism in the scarab 
beetle, Onthophagus Taurus: Do alternative reproductive tactics 
favour alternative phenotypes? Animal Behaviour, 59(2), 459–466. 
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1999.1342

Münkemüller, T., Lavergne, S., Bzeznik, B., Dray, S., Jombart, T., 
Schiffers, K., & Thuiller, W. (2012). How to measure and test 
phylogenetic signal: How to measure and test phylogenetic sig-
nal. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 3(4), 743–756. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2012.00196.x

Nijhout, H. F., & McKenna, K. Z. (2018). The distinct roles of insulin sig-
naling in polyphenic development. Current Opinion in Insect Science, 
25, 58–64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cois.2017.11.011

O'Brien, D. M., Allen, C. E., Van Kleeck, M. J., Hone, D., Knell, R., Knapp, 
A., Christiansen, S., & Emlen, D. J. (2018). On the evolution of ex-
treme structures: Static scaling and the function of sexually se-
lected signals. Animal Behaviour, 144, 95–108.

Orme, D., Freckleton, R., Thomas, G., Petzoldt, T., Fritz, S., Isaac, N., & 
Pearse, W. (2013). caper: Comparative Analyses of Phylogenetics 
and Evolution in R (R package version 0.5.2.) [Computer software]. 
https://CRAN.R-proje​ct.org/packa​ge=caper

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2007.00081.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2007.00081.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb01490.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb01490.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2007.00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2007.00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2001.1851
https://doi.org/10.2307/2410662
https://doi.org/10.2307/2410662
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.39.110707.173502
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.39.110707.173502
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ento.45.1.661
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ento.45.1.661
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1224286
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0401
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0401
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-43550-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/1466966
https://doi.org/10.1111/aec.12532
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185x.1966.tb01624.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/4084107
https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.12986
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0602994103
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-41324-2_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-41324-2_8
https://doi.org/10.2307/2407630
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-3647-9_2
https://doi.org/10.2317/E-38.1
https://doi.org/10.2317/E-38.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/bij.12275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2013.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2013.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-020-2821-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/biolinnean/bly170
https://doi.org/10.1080/03014223.2021.1909081
https://doi.org/10.1080/03014223.2021.1909081
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222933.2019.1632951
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222933.2019.1632951
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2014.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2014.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1999.1342
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2012.00196.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2012.00196.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cois.2017.11.011
https://cran.r-project.org/package=caper


1536  |    WALKER and HOLWELL

Painting, C. J., & Holwell, G. I. (2013). Exaggerated trait allometry, 
compensation and trade-offs in the New Zealand giraffe weevil 
(Lasiorhynchus barbicornis). PLoS One, 8(11), e82467. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.0082467

Palaoro, A. V., & Briffa, M. (2017). Weaponry and defenses in fighting 
animals: How allometry can Alter predictions from contest theory. 
Behavioral Ecology, 28(1), 328–336. https://doi.org/10.1093/behec​
o/arw163

Palaoro, A. V., García-Hernández, S., Buzatto, B. A., & Machado, G. (2022). 
Function predicts the allometry of contest-related traits, but not 
sexual or male dimorphism in the amazonian tusked harvestman. 
Evolutionary Ecology, 36, 605–630. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1068​
2-022-10152​-1

Paquin, P., Vink, C. J., & Dupérré, N. (2010). Spiders of New Zealand: 
Annotated family key & species list. Manaaki Whenua Press.

Pélabon, C., Firmat, C., Bolstad, G. H., Voje, K. L., Houle, D., Cassara, 
J., Rouzic, A. L., & Hansen, T. F. (2014). Evolution of morpholog-
ical allometry: The evolvability of allometry. Annals of the New 
York Academy of Sciences, 1320(1), 58–75. https://doi.org/10.1111/
nyas.12470

Perl, C. D., Rossoni, S., & Niven, J. E. (2017). Conservative whole-organ 
scaling contrasts with highly labile suborgan scaling differences 
among compound eyes of closely related Formica ants. Ecology and 
Evolution, 7(6), 1663–1673. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2695

Petrie, M. (1988). Intraspecific variation in structures that display 
competitive ability: Large animals invest relatively more. Animal 
Behaviour, 36(4), 1174–1179. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0003​
-3472(88)80076​-9

Plard, F., Bonenfant, C., & Gaillard, J. M. (2011). Revisiting the allometry 
of antlers among deer species: Male–male sexual competition as a 
driver. Oikos, 120(4), 601–606.

Pollard, S. D. (1994). Consequences of sexual selection on feeding in male 
jumping spiders (Araneae: Salticidae). Journal of Zoology, 234(2), 
203–208. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1994.tb060​68.x

R Core Team. (2017). R: A language and environment for statistical comput-
ing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.R-proje​
ct.org/

Rico-Guevara, A., & Hurme, K. J. (2019). Intrasexually selected weapons: 
Intrasexually selected weapons. Biological Reviews, 94(1), 60–101. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12436

Schütz, D., & Taborsky, M. (2011). Sexual selection in the water spider: 
Female choice and male–male competition. Ethology, 117(12), 1101–
1110. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0310.2011.01965.x

Simmons, L. W., & Tomkins, J. L. (1996). Sexual selection and the allome-
try of earwig forceps. Evolutionary Ecology, 10(1), 97–104.

Sneddon, L. U., Huntingford, F. A., & Taylor, A. C. (1997). Weapon size 
versus body size as a predictor of winning in fights between shore 
crabs, Carcinus maenas (L.). Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 
41(4), 237–242.

Summers, T. C., & Ord, T. J. (2022). The stabilising impact of natural se-
lection on the allometry of sexual ornaments: Fish that escape lo-
comotor constraints exhibit extravagant ornamentation. Functional 
Ecology, 36(2), 500–511. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13968

Swanson, B. O., George, M. N., Anderson, S. P., & Christy, J. H. 
(2013). Evolutionary variation in the mechanics of fiddler 
crab claws. BMC Evolutionary Biology, 13(1), 137. https://doi.
org/10.1186/1471-2148-13-137

Symonds, M. R. E., & Blomberg, S. P. (2014). A primer on phylogenetic 
generalised least squares. In L. Z. Garamszegi (Ed.), Modern phy-
logenetic comparative methods and their application in evolutionary 
biology (pp. 105–130). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
662-43550​-2_5

Taborsky, M., & Brockmann, H. J. (2010). Alternative reproductive tactics 
and life history phenotypes. In P. Kappeler (Ed.), Animal behaviour: 
Evolution and mechanisms (pp. 537–586). Springer. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-642-02624​-9_18

Tedore, C., & Johnsen, S. (2012). Weaponry, color, and contest success in 
the jumping spider Lyssomanes viridis. Behavioural Processes, 89(3), 
203–211. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2011.10.017

Thompson, D. W. (1917). On growth and form. Cambridge University 
Press.

Tidière, M., Lemaître, J.-F., Pélabon, C., Gimenez, O., & Gaillard, J.-M. 
(2017). Evolutionary allometry reveals a shift in selection pressure 
on male horn size. Journal of Evolutionary Biology, 30(10), 1826–
1835. https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.13142

Voje, K. L. (2016). Scaling of morphological characters across trait type, 
sex, and environment. The American Naturalist, 187(1), 89–98. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/684159

Voje, K. L., & Hansen, T. F. (2013). Evolution of static allometries: Adaptive 
change in allometric slopes of eye span in stalk-eyed flies. Evolution, 
67, 453–467. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2012.01777.x

Walker, L. A., & Holwell, G. I. (2018). The role of exaggerated male che-
licerae in male–male contests in New Zealand sheet-web spiders. 
Animal Behaviour, 139, 29–36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbeh​
av.2018.02.020

Walker, L. A., Vink, C. J., Holwell, G. I., & Buckley, T. R. (2019). A pre-
liminary molecular phylogeny for New Zealand sheet-web spi-
ders (Cambridgea) and comparison of web-building behaviour. 
New Zealand Journal of Zoology, 1–19, 187–205. https://doi.
org/10.1080/03014​223.2019.1672760

Warton, D. I., Duursma, R. A., Falster, D. S., & Taskinen, S. (2012). Smatr 
3–An R package for estimation and inference about allometric 
lines. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 3(2), 257–259. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2011.00153.x

Weber, K. (1990). Selection on wing allometry in Drosophila melanogas-
ter. Genetics, 126(4), 975–989.

Whitlock, M., & Schluter, D. (2015). The analysis of biological data (2nd 
ed.). Roberts and Company Publishers.

Wilkinson, G. S. (1993). Artificial sexual selection alters allometry in the 
stalk-eyed fly Cyrtodiopsis dalmanni (Diptera: Diopsidae). Genetics 
Research, 62(3), 213–222. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0016​67230​
003192X

How to cite this article: Walker, L. A., & Holwell, G. I. (2022). 
Static allometries do not reflect evolutionary allometry in 
exaggerated weaponry of male New Zealand sheetweb 
spiders (Cambridgea spp.). Journal of Evolutionary Biology, 35, 
1524–1536. https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.14100

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0082467
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0082467
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arw163
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arw163
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10682-022-10152-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10682-022-10152-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/nyas.12470
https://doi.org/10.1111/nyas.12470
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2695
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(88)80076-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(88)80076-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1994.tb06068.x
https://www.r-project.org/
https://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12436
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0310.2011.01965.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13968
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2148-13-137
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2148-13-137
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-43550-2_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-43550-2_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-02624-9_18
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-02624-9_18
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2011.10.017
https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.13142
https://doi.org/10.1086/684159
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2012.01777.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2018.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2018.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1080/03014223.2019.1672760
https://doi.org/10.1080/03014223.2019.1672760
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2011.00153.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2011.00153.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S001667230003192X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S001667230003192X
https://doi.org/10.1111/jeb.14100

	Static allometries do not reflect evolutionary allometry in exaggerated weaponry of male New Zealand sheetweb spiders (Cambridgea spp.)
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	2|MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1|Measurements
	2.2|Species traits and static allometries of chelicera length
	2.2.1|Species trait estimates
	2.2.2|Static allometries

	2.3|Evolutionary allometry of species' chelicera length
	2.3.1|Variation in average species traits
	2.3.2|Variation in static allometries


	3|RESULTS
	3.1|Species traits and static allometries of chelicera length
	3.1.1|Species traits
	3.1.2|Static allometries of chelicera length

	3.2|Evolutionary allometry of species' chelicera length
	3.2.1|Do larger species have disproportionately larger male weapons?

	3.3|Variation in static allometries
	3.3.1|Do larger species exhibit steeper chelicerae allometries in males?
	3.3.2|Does SDI correlate with chelicerae allometry?


	4|DISCUSSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	PEER REVIEW
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


