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Figure S1. Wing morphological dimorphism between sexes in Aspidomorpha sanctaecrucis. The chart formats,

statistical methods, and significance symbols are shown in Fig. 3.
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Figure S2. Wing morphological dimorphism between sexes in Laccoptera quadrimaculata. The chart formats,

statistical methods, and significance symbols are shown in Fig. 3.
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Figure S3. Wing morphological dimorphism between sexes in Basiprionota bisignata. The chart formats, statistical
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Figure S4. Wing morphological dimorphism between sexes in Basiprionota chinensis. The chart formats, statistical

methods, and significance symbols are shown in Fig. 3.
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Figure S5. Wing morphological dimorphism between sexes in Callispa dimidiatipennis. The chart formats,

statistical methods, and significance symbols are shown in Fig. 3.

wkk 4'5 " AR
7.0 L&
2
= 4.2 1 B 1.74 .,
?0 6.5 v = o .; K =
£ e =2 o ¥ 3 161 "
5 ."' ; 3 9 \:. 7 ¥ 3 i .-]_.
6.0 - . - ~.~ i 2
& f & D . = . 5
§ 5 = . £ 415 H o
5.5 il 3.6 12 v | g : o
g S 14 L
5.0 33 1.3

== ==
Female Male

Figure S6. Wing morphological dimorphism between sexes in Thlaspida biramosa. The chart formats, statistical

methods, and significance symbols are shown in Fig. 3.
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Figure S7. Wing morphological dimorphism between sexes in Downesia tarsata
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methods, and significance symbols are shown in Fig. 3.
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Figure S8. Wing morphological dimorphism between sexes in Monohispa tuberculata. The chart formats,

statistical methods, and significance symbols are shown in Fig. 3.
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Figure S9. Wing morphological dimorphism between sexes in Leptispa longipennis. The chart formats, statistical
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methods, and significance symbols are shown in Fig. 3.
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Figure S10. Wing morphological dimorphism between sexes in Notosacantha sauteri. The chart formats, statistical

methods, and significance symbols are shown in Fig. 3.



