Revisiting Primate Masticatory Scaling Relationships
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relationships with the exception of a significant positive allometry of condylar area on body

Methods mass in females.

* RMA regressions (Smith, 2009) of condyle and corpus measurements against both e Cercopithecoids demonstrated more variation between males and females than platyrrhines.
mandible length (as a measure of the masticatory lever arm )and body mass (as an Notably, in cercopithecoid males mandible width vs. mandible length was negatively
indicator of the overall size of the animal) (i.e., Hylander, 1985; Vinyard, 2008) allometric while females demonstrated isometry. Males cercopithecoids demonstrated

* Males and females were analyzed separately; analyses were initially performed on positive allometry in mandible height on body mass.
all taxa and then for platyrrhines, cercopithecoids, and hominoids separately  Hominoids primarily scale with positive allometry, with strong positive allometry in condylar

* All data were log transformed for analysis width, length, and area in females and condylar area in males.
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