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Histia rhodope Cramer (Lepidoptera: Zygaenidae) adults
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Abstract Picture processing and analysis technology was employed to clarify the effects of wing morphological
characteristics of Histia rhodope adults on sex recognition and explore the numerical identification method for
these adults whose sex is hard to recognize. Forewing images of H. rhodope were captured by flat-plate scanner
(Epson Perfection V370 Photo) with transparent adapter. The contour feature of wings from female and male
adults was extracted by the software BugShape v1.0, and the landmarks of vein-junctions were acquired using tps-
Dig2. Independent-sample ¢ test, Procrustes superimposition of the landmarks and relative warps were computed
to verify the effects of the parameters on sex identification. The results showed that there was no significant
difference in contour features between two side wings from the same sexual cases. Data analysis based on the left
wings showed that the most parameters, such as area, short axis length, equalradius, eccentricity, sphericity and
circularity, exhibited highly significant differences (¢« =0.01), or significant difference (¢ =0.05) in terms of
perimeter and long axis length, but no significant difference existed in compactness and lobation between male and
female samples. However, except for the two parameters compactness and lobation, the difference was highly sig-
nificant (¢=0.01) in the other parameters between male and female adults. Although some samples were not as-
signed to right groups between left and right wings, the accuracy distinguishing males and females was up to 100%

by using forewing outline features as indicators. The spatial positions of vein landmarks showed remarkable varia-
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tion, especially in transverse direction of wings, between male or female samples. There was wide variation be-

tween female and male adults in the vein landmark positions nearby the outer margin of wings. It is concluded that

the difference between male and female H. rhodope adults can be distinguished by using the contour feature of

fore wings. Some variation exists among the sexes and samples in the spatial position of the vein landmarks.
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a: Female (dorsal view); b: Female (ventral view); c: Male (dorsal view); d: Male (ventral view); e: Ecological image
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Fig. 1 Ecological and specimen images of male and female Histia rhodope adults
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Fig. 3 Differences in the morphological parameters of left forewings from male and female Histia rhodope adults
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Fig. 4 Differences in the morphological parameters of two side forewings from male and female Histia rhodope adults
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Fig. 6 Variation of spatial position from vein junctions between male and female Histia rhodope adults
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