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Sex differences in parental investment in the varied tit, Sittiparus varius
JING Chunlei, LI Keke, HE Yaqi, WANG Juan, ZHANG Lei, LI Donglai, WAN Dongmei "

Key Laboratory of Animal Resource and Epidemic Disease Prevention, Department of Life Sciences, Liaoning University, Shenyang 110036, China

Abstract: Sex differences always occur in parental investment and behavior during the breeding season in socially
monogamous birds. Here, we described a study that used real —time video monitoring to examine the characteristics of
parental investments and strategies in Sittiparus varius from March to July, 2017. The results were as follows:; (1) there was
no significant difference between the feeding rate of the male and female parent in the early period, while the feeding rate of
the female was more than that of the male in the later period, (2) with increasing age of the nestlings, females increased
their feeding frequency, while the males did not, and (3) the feeding rate of the female parent was positively correlated
with its beak size, while no correlation was found between feeding rate and the male’s physical characteristics. Overall, in
Sittiparus varius , the feeding rate of the female is adjusted according to the demand of the nestlings and related to individual
characteristics, while the male shows no change during the breeding season. This difference may be associated with the

divisions of labor during the feeding period.
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Table 1 The effect of physical parameters of Sittiparus varius on feeding rate (n=33)
#$ B Feeding frequency

Ii?ﬁiiﬁarameters HES Females R Males
B P B P

HEMEREE Body weight/g 0.257 0.539 0.088 0.803
WEPE I Beak length/mm -0.244 0.557 -0.405 0.257
WHEPE I 58 Beak width/mm 0.849 0.000" 0.162 0.315
WK Wing length/mm 0.008 0.876 -0.016 0.717
i 4K Tail length/mm 0.08 0.656 0.067 0.661
HEPEIATE Body weight/g 0.002 0.72 0.482 0.355
HEPE K Beak length/mm 0.481 0.998 0.404 0.218
TEPE TE Beak width/mm 0.277 0.186 -0.063 0.656
MM Wing length/mm 0.028 0.087 0.154 0.697
HEE A Tail length/mm -0.029 0.516 0.015 0.455
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