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Individuals of the common Namib 
Day Gecko vary in how adaptive 
simplification alters sprint 
biomechanics
Clint E. Collins  1 & Timothy E. Higham2

Locomotion inextricably links biomechanics to ecology as animals maneuver through mechanically 
challenging environments. Faster individuals are more likely to escape predators, surviving to produce 
more offspring. Fast sprint speed evolved several times in lizards, including geckos. However, the 
underlying mechanisms determining performance await discovery in many clades. Novel morphological 
structures influence these mechanisms by adding complexity to the government of locomotion. 
Gecko adhesion coevolves with modified muscles, tendons, and reflexes. We explored how the Namib 
Day Gecko, Rhoptropus afer, sprints on ecologically relevant substrates. Locomotion requires that 
many moving parts of the animal work together; we found knee and ankle extension are the principal 
drivers of speed on a level surface while contributions to sprinting uphill are more evenly distributed 
among motions of the femur, knee, and ankle. Although geckos are thought to propel themselves with 
specialized, proximally located muscles that retract and rotate the femur, we show with path analysis 
that locomotion is altered in this secondarily terrestrial gecko. We present evidence of intraspecific 
variation in the use of adhesive toe pads and suggest that the subdigital adhesive toe pad may increase 
sprint speed in this species. We argue kinematics coevolve with the secondarily terrestrial lifestyle of 
this species.

Locomotion is fundamental to the ecology of many animals. Effective locomotion mediates the outcome of crit-
ical behaviors including migration, mate finding, and predator-prey interactions. Faster individuals often obtain 
higher social status, produce more offspring, eat more, and are more successful in escaping predators1–4. Moreover, 
animals must move through mechanically challenging environments. But what determines how fast an animal 
can move in a given environment? Theoretical maximum sprint speed in terrestrial limbed animals is determined 
by how fast an animal can move its limbs, how long these limbs are, and how much force is applied to the ground 
during each stride5. Yet, beyond the simplicity of moving their legs as fast and as powerfully as possible, the details 
of how animals move fast enough in natural settings is little-known for many species. Biomechanics is critical to 
understanding how animals physically propel themselves through challenging environments and is thus critical 
to understanding ecology. Slight variation in locomotor mechanics can lead to tradeoffs in pivotal ecological 
interactions, thereby ultimately leading to differential fitness among individuals6.

Natural selection acts on individual variation in locomotor performance in a given environment, thereby 
altering the trajectory of evolution in the suites of underlying traits governing locomotion7–10. In some cases, 
novel morphological structures have evolved, increasing performance of ecologically relevant tasks11,12. They 
profoundly influence diversification by promoting the exploitation of previously unused habitats and by increas-
ing the complexity of functional units often through the addition of morphological components, or by changing 
the roles and action parameters of a system8,11,13,14. Although ‘realizing’ fast sprint speeds results from dynamic 
combinations of behavioral and morphological components, it is unclear how novel morphological structures 
influence locomotion and whether individuals vary in their use of these innovations15,16. The adhesive system of 
geckos, which has evolved independently at least eleven times and has been lost nine times, is ideal for addressing 
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such problems as it permits the characterization of how novel structures affect locomotion17. Geckos can exploit 
inclined and inverted surfaces through a functionally integrated locomotor system culminating in morpholog-
ically novel adhesive toe pads18,19. Subdigital adhesive toe pads are characterized by scansors, bearing arrays of 
microfibrillar setae (10–100+ μm in length)20. Adhesion is achieved by a combination of van der Waals forces 
and frictional loading19.

While adhesion is often considered an evolutionary innovation, the converse to morphological novelty is 
adaptive simplification, which some gecko clades exhibit21,22. Simplification may be equally as rampant and result 
in consequences as severe as novelty21. Morphological novelty is often associated with a selective advantage, yet 
less is known about the causes and consequences of their secondary reduction or loss23. Simplified states of nov-
elties may themselves have advantages in new environments, permitting animals to circumvent the constraints of 
a morphological novelty24,25. Independent reductions and losses of adhesion in a clade of geckos, Pachydactylus, 
leads to elevated rates of morphological and biomechanical evolution, likely due to relaxed morphological con-
straints, suggesting selection acts against adhesion in some Gekkonid lineages24,26.

In some circumstances, adhesion may be detrimental to locomotion. On level surfaces and during the swing 
phase of each step, the digit tips containing adhesive toe pads are held in hyperextension (Fig. 1). Geckos adhere 
to substrata by engaging setae via unrolling digit tips downward subsequent to the heel striking the ground27,28. 
Just before lifting the heel, adhesion is released by hyperextending the digit tips. At approximately 10° of incline 
adhesion is thought to be reflexively triggered. The percentage of strides where adhesion is used then increases 
to 100% on a 30° incline29. Although engaging and disengaging setae is rapid (~20 ms), this process occupies 
approximately 12.7% of stance time30. Therefore, deploying the toe pad imposes a lower limit on the stance phase 
of locomotion. Hence, this phase of the stride likely restricts an animal’s ability to propel itself forward throughout 
a stride. In other words, when the toe pad is used, sprint speed may be compromised. This is especially important 
for secondarily terrestrial geckos that sprint away from predators on terrain that varies in inclines and substrate 
composition31.

Previous accounts of gecko kinematics suggest that geckos detach their toe pads from the substrate before 
lifting the foot, thereby rendering propulsion through the ankle negligible27,32. These authors argue that more 
proximal musculature would be especially important in geckos because they evolved to climb. Beyond this, a 
mixture of results from a variety of distantly related lizards suggest that fast cursorial lizards might rely on distal 
limb function (e.g. ankle), whereas climbing lizards may rely more on proximal joints and segments (e.g. femur 
retraction). Given that adhesion likely evolved in response to a demand for climbing, a key question is whether 
the relative importance of limb motions changes when geckos become secondarily terrestrial.

Our study focuses on the Namib Day Gecko, Rhoptropus afer (Peters 1869). This species sprints up to tens of 
meters away from simulated predators, and relative to other members of the Pachydactylus radiation, accommo-
dates this cursorial lifestyle via a derived morphological pattern, including distally elongated limbs, and reduced 
toe pad size26,31,33,34. We addressed the following questions in this study: (1) how do joint extensions, rotations, 
and retractions work together to directly and indirectly determine speed, (2) whether and how secondary simpli-
fication of the adhesive apparatus affects gecko kinematics, and (3) how do these coordinated contributions work 
under ecologically relevant conditions?

We address our goals using path models, initially developed by Sewell Wright, which are graphical depictions 
of a hypothesis35. They are a framework for developing tests of the direct and indirect effects of independent 
variables on one or multiple dependent variables. Path analysis simultaneously estimates the a priori relation-
ships of all variables to evaluate the effect of multiple predictors on one or more dependent variables36,37. We first 
provide an ecological context for quantifying the mechanical underpinnings of gecko locomotion given the phys-
ical constraints on sprint performance (Fig. 2). In this framework, we quantify how kinematics mechanistically 
link morphology to performance, thereby building on the Morphology → Performance → Fitness paradigm7. 
Kinematics alter how morphology determines performance by facultatively adjusting to the physical demands of 
the environment and to the behavioral context. In other words, morphological traits can be used in different ways 
by altering kinematics. We test the hypothesis that the secondary simplification of the adhesive apparatus alters 
this level of organization in R. afer. Using path analysis, we asked whether distal or proximal joints and segments 
determine sprint speed. We tested the hypothesis that distal, not proximal joints, and segments determine sprint 
speed. Finally, we capitalized on variation in the use the adhesive system to determine if it contributes to loco-
motor speed, but also if locomotor kinematics, and the differential combination of proximal and distal joints and 

Figure 1. The subdigital adhesive toe pad is lifted from a level surface by hyperextension. Left: Hand drawn 
image of Rhoptropus afer running on a level trackway during mid-stance. Right: The orientation of the 
subdigital adhesive system in R. afer during hyperextension.
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segments, differ when the adhesive toe pad is in contact with the ground. Throughout the rest of this manuscript, 
we refer to “toe pad users” and “variable toe pad users”. We qualify this statement because we do not provide direct 
evidence that adhesion, in the strictest sense, was employed while the adhesive toe pad was in contact with the 
ground.

Results
Principal components, and model fit. Spearman’s (ρ) rank correlation coefficient and Pearson’s corre-
lation coefficient were used to initially describe general relationships between all measured kinematics, as well 
as the relationship between all measured kinematics and speed (Supplementary Data 1). We computed principal 
components (PCA) in JMP® (Version 10 for Mac. SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA, 1989–2007) to distill each 
joint segment and angle motion and the speed of each motion to a representative component. The first principal 
component summarized 70–89% of the variation in each joint and limb segment. Principal components ame-
liorate the problem of variance inflation due to multicolinearity38 and increase statistical power. Components 
representing each joint extension and femur retraction and rotation were used in further analysis. Complete 
Correlation and Variance-Covariance Matrices are available in supplementary information (Supplementary 
Data 2).

For the level (0°) treatment, AICc was 452.725, x2 was 0.093, the Log Likelihood score equaled −203.862, and 
RMSEA equaled 0.01 (Table 1, Fig. 3). For the inclined (30°) treatment, AICc equaled 362.47, x2 was 6.231, the 
Log Likelihood score equaled −158.674, and RMSEA equaled 0.257 (Table 1, Fig. 3). Taken together, these model 
fit indices express a fit decrease in the inclined treatment relative to that of the level surface.

What determines sprint speed?. Distal joints and segments, especially the ankle and to a lesser magni-
tude the knee, are the most important factors in determining forward speed on a level substrate (Table 1, Fig. 3). 
When running uphill, proximal joints and segments increase in their relative contributions to speed, thereby 
more evenly distributing how locomotion is achieved. Despite this increase, distal joints and segments still exert 
the greatest influence (Table 1, Fig. 3).

Figure 2. Conceptual model depicting the role of kinematics as the mechanistic linkage between animal 
morphology and performance in the context of physically challenging habitats. (a) We hypothesize that 
the kinematics studied in this experiment regulate how morphology determines performance in the 
Morphology → Performance → Fitness paradigm7. We focus on one type of performance, sprint speed. (b) A 
path model representing all possible kinematics that could have been measured in this study that lead to step 
length and step frequency, which in turn lead to speed. We focused on a subset of kinematics that theoretically 
determine performance on a level and an inclined surface. (c) Diagram composed of a photograph from the 
Gobabeb Research and Training Centre in Namibia and drawing depicting a typical escape path as previously 
described31.
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The effects of all joint and segment movements on locomotion in both treatments are summarized in Table 1. 
For example, when statistically controlling for femur rotation in the level treatment, model fit degraded: AICc 
decreased to 444.485, x2 increased to 6.854, Log Likelihood decreased to −207.243, and RMSEA increased from 
0.01 to 0.108 (Table 1). Although statistically controlling for femur rotation in the level treatment was non- 
significant (p = 0.08, Table 1), decreases in goodness of fit indices imply biological significance. Statistically 
controlling for femur rotation in the incline treatment was significant according to a Log Likelihood ratio test 
(p = 0.03, Table 1), a decrease in AICc to 354.104, an increase in, x2 12.987, and a decrease in the Log Likelihood 
to −162.052 (Table 1).

Statistically controlling for distal joints and segments by setting all ankle and knee paths equal to zero yielded 
a significant decrease in fit on the level (Log Likelihood Ratio test < 0.0001) and incline (Log Likelihood Ratio 
test < 0.0001). Proximal joints and segments significantly affected our model in the incline (Log Likelihood Ratio 
test = 0.04) but not the level treatment (Log Likelihood Ratio test = 0.1).

How does toe pad contact affect locomotion?. In our experiment, 15 individuals were obligate toe pad 
users in the level and incline treatment. Interestingly, 18 individuals were variable toe pad users, where the toe pad 
was deployed in 19 of the 36 strides on the level treatment. In the incline treatment, 34 out of 46 strides deployed 
the toe pad on the surface. We focus on the level treatment because the variation in toe pad use was greater. Using 
this variation, we measured how the use of the digit tip, which bears an adhesive toe pad, affects locomotion.

Ankle and knee extension were the principal drivers of locomotion when variable toe pad users employed the 
toe pad (Fig. 4). Femur retraction and femur rotation have greater roles when the adhesive toe pads were kept in 
a hyperextended position in the level treatment (Fig. 4). Locomotor speed in the level treatment was faster in the 
variable toe pad users when toe pad was unfurled onto the surface (p < 0.05, Fig. 5).

Discussion
Three important findings are presented in this study. First, morphological adaptive simplification and a curso-
rial lifestyle correspond with altered kinematics in R. afer23. This species uses habitat structures quite differently 
from its climbing congeners, relying on fast sprints to escape over relatively level but variable terrain10,26,31. Speed 

Variable Description Expectation Outcome Statistic

Sprint Speed Speed of the center of mass in meters 
per second.

Sprint speed will decrease from 
the level to the incline.

Sprint speed decreased from 1.42 ms−1 to 1.19 
ms−1. p < 0.001

Femur 
Retraction 
and Femur 
Retraction 
Speed

The 3-D angle (degrees) travelled 
between the knee and the center 
of mass during one step and speed 
of 3-D angle (degrees/seconds) 
travelled between the knee and the 
center of mass during one step

Strongest integration with femur 
rotation. Most important driver 
of sprint speed. Increase in 
importance on incline.

Contribution to sprint speed strong, but 
change in contribution to sprint speed small. 
Integration with femur rotation greater on 
incline.

Level RMSEA: 0.265  
Level AICc: −183.384  
Level −2LLR: 34.43 
p < 0.0001  
 
Up RMSEA: 0.212  
Up AICc: −253.536  
Up −2LLR: 24.37  
p > 0.001

Femur 
Rotation 
and Femur 
Rotation Speed

The total amount of rotation 
(degrees) by the femur during one 
step and speed of the total amount 
of rotation (degrees/seconds) by the 
femur during one step

Strong integration with femur 
retraction. Second most 
important driver of sprint speed. 
Increase in importance on 
incline.

Femur rotation exhibits stronger contribution 
on an inclined surface relative to a level surface. 
Integration with femur rotation greater on 
incline.

Level RMSEA: 0.204,  
Level AICc: −204.444,  
Level −2LLR: 13.8,  
p = 0.05,  
 
Up RMSEA: 0.202,  
Up AICc: −273.182,  
Up −2LLR: 24.03,  
p = 0.001

Knee Extension 
and Knee 
Extension 
Speed

The 3-D extension (degrees) of the 
knee during one step and speed of 
the 3-D extension (degrees/seconds) 
of the knee during one step

Strong integration with ankle; 
links femur movement to ankle. 
Distal joints and segments exert 
less control over speed relative 
to proximal joints and segments, 
especially on incline.

Knee extension exhibits stronger contribution 
on an inclined surface relative to a level surface. 
Integration with ankle greater on incline. Knee 
extension speed more integrated with femur 
retraction speed on incline.

Level RMSEA: 0.465  
Level AICc: −21.455  
Level −2LLR: 154.66 
p < 0.00001  
 
Up RMSEA: 0.396  
Up AICc: −194.239  
Up −2LLR: 119.3062  
p < 0.00001

Ankle 
Extension 
& Ankle 
Extension 
Speed

The 3-D extension (degrees) of the 
ankle during one step and speed of 
the 3-D extension (degrees/econds) 
of the ankle during one step

Strong integration with knee; 
Distal joints and segments 
should be indirectly linked with 
proximal joints and segments. 
Show weakest relationship with 
speed, especially on incline.

Ankle extensor muscle group show greatest 
contribution to sprint speed in both treatments 
but relative contribution greater on a level 
surface compared to incline. Integration with 
knee greater on incline.

Level RMSEA: 0.58  
Level AICc: −85.801  
Level −2LLR: 153.73 
p < 0.00001  
 
Up RMSEA: 0.417  
Up AICc: −118.619  
Up −2LLR: 106.926 
p < 0.00001

Table 1. Sprint speed and the hypothesized kinematic traits exerting control over forward speed in this study, 
their descriptions, expectations, and outcomes. In this table, the amount and speed of movement are grouped 
in rows for ease of explanation and interpretation. Low p-values (<0.05), derived from a Log-Likelihood Ratio 
Test, reject a more constrained model in favor of the more complete model that includes the joint movement 
in question. For example, constraining the ankle joint significantly degrades the model fit on level surfaces and 
incline surfaces. P-values should be considered along with model fit indices, including RMSEA, which increases 
as model fit degrades, and AICc.
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is modulated via ankle extension and knee extension, not femur retraction and femur rotation. Rhoptropus afer 
escapes predators by sprinting over variable but often flat terrain10,26,31,33. Altering how speed is governed may 
release R. afer from the biomechanical constraints of adhesive apparatus deployment, allowing this species to suc-
cessfully employ a secondarily terrestrial lifestyle. Second, we found considerable among- and within-individual 
variation in adhesive toe pad contact. This is a novel finding – previous reports suggest adhesive toe pad deploy-
ment does not occur on level surfaces during locomotion and that it is stereotyped in all pad-bearing geckos29. 
We were able to reveal these two findings by using path analysis, an underutilized tool in biomechanics. Finally, 

Figure 3. This path model examines how locomotion is governed on response a level and an inclined surface. 
Numbers on top of the divider represent the relative contribution on a level surface. Numbers on the bottom of 
the divider represent the relative contribution on an inclined surface, numbers represent relative relationships 
among traits. Single-headed arrows imply that one variable is causal relative to another. Double-headed arrows 
(black) indicate a predicted relationship, but that the nature of that relationship is unknown. Asterisks indicate a 
significant predictor of sprint speed according a Log Likelihood ratio test (p < 0.05).

Figure 4. This path model examines how locomotion is governed in response to the use of the adhesive toe 
pad on a level surface. Numbers on top of the divider represent the relative contribution when the toe pad 
was deployed, numbers on the bottom of the divider represent the relative contribution when the toe pad was 
hyperextended.
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we found evidence that R. afer uses adhesive toe pad deployment to increase its speed on a level surface (Fig. 5). 
Selection against active hyperextension during the stance phase would increase the length of the out lever, thereby 
enhancing sprint speed. This is an important finding that suggests a new function for the subdigital adhesive toe 
pad.

Distal joints and limb segments, especially the ankle, exert the greatest influence over locomotion in the level 
treatment. This finding is new for geckos. Previous research suggests that geckos propel themselves via specialized 
climbing musculature located near the center of mass27,32. We suggest that adaptive simplification of the adhesive 
toe pad is associated with the reapportioning of contributions to limb movement in R. afer23. This is logical given 
that R. afer sprints away from predators in a fashion similar to non-Gekkonid cursorial lizards such as Sceloporus 
woodi39,40. Thus, while geckos may have initially evolved musculature and specialized coordination to climb, the 
diminution of the importance of climbing may be associated with the re-evolution of cursorial style locomotion.

The limbs of terrestrial animals act as a series of levers and fulcra - muscles produce force that is transmitted 
via tendons to bones (i.e. the lever), which rotate around a joint (i.e. the fulcrum). These rotations sum together 
and are applied to the ground to move the animal41,42. How fast or how forceful an animal moves is largely deter-
mined by the gear ratio of each joint. The distance from a joint to the application of force, in this case the ground, 
is known as the out lever. Short out levers amplify the force produced by muscle contraction and are favored 
where more force is vital for locomotion, such as in digging or climbing. Conversely, long out levers reduce force 
but amplify velocity and are favored for faster speeds. When geckos lift the most distal portion of their digits from 
the substrate before full power is reached, they effectively shorten the out lever, thereby reducing their potential 
for speed29,30,43,44. Because some secondarily terrestrial geckos sprint on relatively level surfaces to evade preda-
tors, it is logical that natural selection would favor a mechanism to overcome the potential velocity disadvantage 
associated with a shortened out lever43. By reducing the adhesive system, but not losing it completely, R. afer may 
be able to capitalize on any available frictional enhancement coupled with the maintenance of the longer out lever. 
More experiments are needed to reveal the underlying mechanisms of this result. For example, it is currently not 
known whether the frictional adhesion gained by the contact between the pads and the surface contributes to 
locomotor speed. In other words, future work should decouple of the roles of lever arms and the potential for 
adhesion as drivers of sprinting performance.

Path analysis is a powerful method for analyzing the direct and indirect contributions of multiple integrated 
traits to an outcome45–47. Path models are relatively ubiquitous in ecological, evolutionary, and organismal biol-
ogy48,49 yet they are rarely applied in the field of biomechanics. Locomotion, a central theme in biomechanics, is 
an emergent property controlled and constructed by underlying and integrated suites of traits. Therefore, we used 
path analysis to assess how locomotion is controlled in R. afer.

In a meta-analysis, Petraitis et al. noted “most published path analyses in ecology should be viewed with 
extreme caution,” mainly due to problems of variance inflation caused by multicollinearity38. Careful planning 
of path analysis can alleviate these problems38,50. Theoretically sound, real models are developed a priori with 
potentially collinear relationships identified by double headed arrows. Therefore, the inherently collinear nature 
is not only accounted for, but also measured and modeled as part of the theory itself. For example, we used path 
analysis precisely because the anatomy and mechanics of locomotion are inherently linked and codependent. This 
codependence was modeled as a part of the hypothesis, rather than as covariates that detract from the realism 
and interpretation of the analysis. We did not include stride frequency and stride length in our analysis, especially 
given that an exploratory analysis revealed that the problem of multicollinearity would be exacerbated by includ-
ing them (Supplementary Data 3). Dropping these variables increased model fit and reduced multicollinearity. 
While previous researchers argued against dropping variables to ameliorate the problem of multicollinearity, it 
is theoretically sound to do so here because step length and step frequency are redundant with regard to their 
underlying predictors38,50. The kinematic variables of interest actually create stride length and stride frequency.

Our path model represents the kinematics that propel the animal during the stance phase of locomotion while 
running straight on a level (0°) and inclined (30°) surface. What remains to be seen is how terrestrial animals nav-
igate uneven and unpredictable terrain, how they maneuver through turns, how they accelerate and decelerate, 

Figure 5. Locomotor speed on a level surface when the adhesive toe pad was deployed on the surface and when 
the toe pad was hyperextended. Error bars are +/− 1 S.E. Rhoptropus afer ran faster when the toe pad was in 
contact with the surface (Wilcoxon/Kruskal-Wallis).
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and how they enter refugia51,52. A more holistic picture of locomotion must be quantified to understand the role 
of biomechanics in evolution and ecology. Using path analysis will help to clarify subtle but crucial biological 
information implicit in inherently non-independent model systems, including underlying biomechanical con-
straints responsible for the speed changes under different conditions in our system. Without closely examining 
kinematics via path analysis, we would not know if speed changes as a result of small changes across multiple 
joints or because of one large contribution at a single joint. In future, using a path model approach will illuminate 
which muscle groups are labile, co-dependent, or under evolutionary constraints. This is well understood in fish 
locomotion and feeding, but under-appreciated in terrestrial locomotion53,54.

What might account for the deployment or restraint of the toe pad within each treatment? Because we can-
not dissect or decouple adhesion from the kinematic extension of lever arms in this experiment, it is difficult to 
determine why this is the case. Biologists have long recognized the role of individual variation in intraspecific 
competition, predator-prey interactions, adaptive syndromes, and speciation55–58. Rhoptropus afer varies across 
its range in habitat use during predator evasion, adhesive pad morphology, and the use and coordination of the 
adhesive toe pad31. Given the striking individual and temporal variability in adhesive toe pad kinematics found 
in this study, more work is needed to construct a comprehensive framework for how natural selection shapes 
biomechanics. More individuals from each population of this species could be used in a series of experiments 
to determine whether these differences are related to habitat, genetic, or environment x genetic interactions. 
Diversifying escape tactics decreases a predator’s ability to predict prey behavior; therefore, individuals should 
adopt dissimilar escape strategies59. It is possible that R. afer adopts dissimilar toe pad control strategies to vary 
their use of habitat structures. Whereas some geckos are restricted to specific habitat features, R. afer has a multi-
tude of substrata available31,60.

Methods
Individuals (n = 33, 3.15–5.2 cm Snout-Vent Length, 2–3.5 grams mass) were collected during November 2012 
and June 2013 in Dorob National Park and at the Gobabeb Research and Training Centre. Individual geckos 
were temporally housed in cloth bags following capture and before experiments began. Geckos were recorded 
from oblique dorsal and lateral views as they ran down a 1.5 m long × 0.15 m wide raceway composed of 60-grit 
sandpaper at 0° and 30° inclines. These inclines were chosen as a direct result of the data published in a previous 
study31. The wall of the raceway facing the lateral view camera was clear Plexiglas and the back wall was cov-
ered with white copy paper to enhance the contrast of the lizard’s outline relative to the background. All trials 
were conducted in a laboratory at the Namibia Ministry of Fisheries (http://www.mfmr.gov.na) in Swakopmund, 
Namibia. We used two high-speed Phantom video cameras to obtain lateral and dorsal views (recording at 500–
1000 fps). We calibrated the three-dimensional space using a custom calibration object composed of Lego® blocks 
placed into the field of view prior to experiments. We conducted three trials per individual per day over a period 
of seven days. All methods were carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines and regulations and all exper-
imental protocols were approved by the University of California, Riverside Institutional Animal Care and Use 
Committee under Animal Use Protocol number A20110038E.

Prior to the first running trial, the following were marked with non-toxic correcting fluid and a black fine-tip 
permanent marker: three equally spaced marks were placed down the midline of the dorsum and marks repre-
senting the centers of rotation of the right hip, right knee, and right ankle of each animal. These marks were dig-
itized using DLTdv5 in Matlab 2012b (R2012b The Mathworks Inc, MA, USA)61. Following digitization, angles, 
accelerations, and velocities were calculated for the hip, knee, and ankle joints as well as the center of mass for 
the entirety of each stride62. We only analyzed trials in which an individual ran down the center of the raceway 
without stopping in the field of view. Data were processed using a custom script written in Matlab (R2012b The 
Mathworks Inc, MA, USA). Videos were digitized and joint angles and angular velocities for the right hind limb 
were calculated for 2–5 strides per individual for each treatment. We determined whether or not the toe pad was 
applied to the substrate (deployed) or held in hyperextension for each step by carefully examining the lateral view 
of each trial (Fig. 1).

We focused our attention on the stance phase of each stride in order to better understand how propulsion is 
governed. The following kinematic variables were calculated using joint angle and angular velocities derived from 
the high-speed video: total ankle extension and ankle extension speed, total knee extension and knee extension 
speed after the knee flexes during the initial phase of stance, total femur rotation and femur rotation speed, and 
total femur retraction and femur retraction speed (Table 1). Our initial model included step length and step fre-
quency mediating between underlying kinematics and speed. These two variables were excluded from our final 
analysis due to their multicolinearity with all kinematics and sprint speed.

Data analysis. We present separate analyses to determine how functional assemblages contribute to, and 
determine, forward speed and how toe pad use alters this organization. First, to test the hypothesis that functional 
assemblages represent a proximal-distal division of labor, values for each individual for each treatment were aver-
aged. Then, averages for individuals for each treatment were log10 transformed in Microsoft Excel© to ameliorate 
any non-normal and skewed data. After transforming data, all kinematics were normally distributed and coef-
ficients of skew were below 1.0. Spearman’s (ρ) rank correlation coefficient and Pearson’s correlation coefficient 
were generated in JMP® (Version 10 for Mac. SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA, 1989–2007) and used initially to 
describe general relationships between all measured kinematics as well as the relationship between all measured 
kinematics and speed (Supplementary Data 1). Principal Components Analysis (PCA) models the variation in a 
set of variables to reduce the dimensionality of a data set. We used PCA to represent a linear combination of the 
standardized original variables. We computed PCA in JMP® (Version 10 for Mac. SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, 
USA, 1989–2007) to distill each joint segment and angle motion and the speed of each motion to a representative 
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component. The components ameliorate the problem of variance inflation due to multicolinearity and increase 
statistical power38. These components representing each joint extension and femur retraction and rotation were 
used in subsequent analysis.

We specifically focus on the joint and limb segment motions that power locomotion during the stance phase 
of a stride. The following variables were used in our path model: Femur Retraction, Femur Rotation, Knee 
Extension, and Ankle Extension (Table 1). Based on previous studies of lizard locomotion we concentrated on 
these joints and segments during the stance phase of a stride63–65. If the extension of the ankle and knee, both of 
which are considered distal joints and segments (farther away from the center of mass), exert the most influence 
on the model, then R. afer kinematics are derived relative to published data on gecko kinematics. If the rotation 
and retraction of the femur, a proximal bone, exert the most influence on the model, then R. afer move forward 
in a manner similar to other geckos.

We used maximum likelihood to model path coefficients in Ωnyx, a free software program serving as a graph-
ical user interface to facilitate the construction and analysis of structural equation models and path diagrams66. 
The integrated, non-independent nature of kinematics prevents researchers from non-invasively isolating joint 
and limb segment motions to experimentally determine their relative contribution to locomotion. One merit 
of using path analysis is the ability to statistically quantify the relative contributions of joints and limb segment 
motions to forward locomotion via model nesting. Model nesting fixes one or more free parameters, yield-
ing a model that is restricted relative to another36,37. Nesting models in this manner statistically ‘fix’ joint and 
limb segment motions, allowing researchers to interpret their effect on the model under different treatments. 
Significance of these statistical fixes and their associated pathways are determined by model fit indices (did the 
model improve, stay the same, or degrade). We focused on Root Mean Square Error Approximation (RMSEA), 
Akaike Information Criterion (AICc, corrected for finite sample sizes), and log-likelihood ratio tests to inform 
our analysis. Ideal RMSEA equal 0.01 or less. Our initial models met this criterion. Increases from 0.01 indicated 
that the model degraded when a joint or limb motion was fixed. AICc increased when model fit decreased, and 
we used log-likelihood ratio tests to determine if model fit decrease was significant.

We proceeded to test relative contributions to sprint speed by setting each path, one at a time, to zero and 
then measuring model fit. For ease of interpretation in figures, path coefficients were z-transformed in Ωnyx, 
setting the variance of all independent variables to one and displaying relative weights among paths. However, all 
goodness-of-fit and significance testing occurred on non-transformed scores. Single-headed arrows imply that 
one variable is causal relative to another. Double-headed arrows indicate a predicted relationship, but that the 
nature of that relationship is unknown.

To assess how the adhesive toe pad works in this system, ninety-three strides were analyzed to determine how 
speed and kinematics are altered when the toe pad is either held in hyperextension or deployed to the substrate. 
Twenty-seven out of 47 strides on a level surface involved deployment of the adhesive toe pad. On the incline 
treatment, 34 out of 46 strides involved deployment of the adhesive toe pad. Of the sample population, 15 indi-
viduals always deployed their adhesive system on the level and incline treatment. These individuals are called 
“obligate toe pad users” throughout this paper. Interestingly, 18 individuals varied in their use of the adhesive toe 
pad. These are referred to as “variable toe pad users”. Those individuals that varied in their use of toe pads (n = 18) 
were used in a separate analysis to assess the role of the toe pad in intraindividual locomotor variation and perfor-
mance. We used used Kruskall-Wallis pair-wise comparisons in JMP® 12.1.0 to test the hypothesis that toe pads 
enhance sprint speed on the level treatment.

The data that support the findings of this study will be available from 14 March 2018 from the UC Riverside 
Library and ProQuest. Restrictions apply to the availability of these data, which were used under license for the 
current study, and so are not currently publicly available. Data are available from the authors upon reasonable 
request.

References
 1. Husak, J. F., Fox, S. F., Lovern, M. B. & Bussche, R. A. Faster lizards sire more offspring: sexual selection on whole animal 

performance. Evolution 60(10), 2122–2130, https://doi.org/10.1554/05-647.1 (2006).
 2. Impellizzeri, F. M. et al. Validity of a repeated-sprint test for football. Int. J. Sports Med 29(11), 899–905, https://doi.

org/10.1055/s-2008-1038491 (2008).
 3. Irschick, D. J. & Garland, T. Jr. Integrating function and ecology in studies of adaptation: investigations of locomotor capacity as a 

model system. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 32(1), 367–396, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.32.081501.114048 (2001).
 4. Miles, D.B. The race goes to the swift: fitness consequences of variation in sprint performance in juvenile lizards. Evol. Ecol. Res., 6, 

1, 63-75, Retrieved from: http://www.evolutionary-ecology.com/abstracts/v06/1638.html (2004).
 5. Alexander, R. MN. Mechanics and energetics of animal locomotion. (eds Alexander, R. McN. & Goldspink, G.). 168-203. (London: 

Chapman & Hall, 1976).
 6. Higham, T. E., Clark, R. W., Collins, C. E., Whitford, M. D. & Freymiller, G. A. Rattlesnakes are extremely fast and variable when 

striking at kangaroo rats in nature: Three-dimensional high-speed kinematics at night. Sci. Rep. 7, https://doi.org/10.1038/srep40412 
(2017).

 7. Arnold, S. J. Morphology, performance and fitness. Amer. Zool. 23(2), 347–361, https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/23.2.347 (1983).
 8. Darwin, C.R. On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection: A Facsimile of the First Edition. (Harvard University Press, 

1859).
 9. Losos, J. B. Adaptive radiation, ecological opportunity, and evolutionary determinism. Am. Nat. 175(6), 623–639, https://doi.

org/10.1086/652433 (2010).
 10. Ricklefs, R. E. & Miles, D. B. Ecological and evolutionary inferences from morphology: an ecological perspective. Ecological 

morphology: Integrative and Organismal Biology. (eds Wainwright, P. C., Reilly S. M.) 13–41 (University of Chicago Press, 1994).
 11. Dornburg, A. et al. The influence of an innovative locomotor strategy on the phenotypic diversification of triggerfish (Family: 

Balistidae). Evolution 65, 1912–1926, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2011.01275.x (2011).
 12. Vermeij, G. J. Historical contingency and the purported uniqueness of evolutionary innovations. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 103, 

1804–1809, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0508724103 (2006).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1554/05-647.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-2008-1038491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-2008-1038491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.32.081501.114048
http://www.evolutionary-ecology.com/abstracts/v06/1638.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep40412
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/23.2.347
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/652433
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/652433
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.2011.01275.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0508724103


www.nature.com/scientificreports/

9Scientific RepoRts | 7: 15595  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-15459-6

 13. Hunter, J. P. Key innovations and the ecology of macroevolution. Trends Ecol. Evolut. 13, 31–36, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-
5347(97)01273-1 (1998).

 14. Zweers, G. A. Explanation of structure by optimization and systemization. Neth. J. Zool. 29(3), 418–440, https://doi.
org/10.1163/002829679X00061 (1978).

 15. Bauwens, D., Garland, T. Jr, Castilla, A. M. & Van Damme, R. Evolution of sprint speed in lacertid lizards: morphological, 
physiological and behavioral covariation. Evolution 45(5), 848–863, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1995.tb02321.x (1995).

 16. Irschick, D. J. Measuring performance in nature: implications for studies of fitness within populations. Integr. Comp. Biol. 43(3), 
396–407, https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/43.3.396 (2003).

 17. Gamble, T., Greenbaum, E., Jackman, T. R., Russell, A. P. & Bauer, A. M. Repeated origin and loss of adhesive toepads in geckos. PloS 
ONE 7, e39429, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0039429 (2012).

 18. Russell, A. P. Parallelism and integrated design in the foot structure of gekkonine and diplodactyline geckos. Copeia 1, 1–21, https://
doi.org/10.2307/1443723 (1979).

 19. Autumn, K. & Peattie, A. M. Mechanisms of adhesion in geckos. Integr. Comp. Biol. 42, 1081–1090, https://doi.org/10.1093/
icb/42.6.1081 (2002).

 20. Johnson, M. K. & Russell, A. P. Configuration of the setal fields of Rhoptropus (Gekkota: Gekkonidae): functional, evolutionary, 
ecological, and phylogenetic implications of observed pattern. J. Anat. 214, 937–955, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7580.2009.01075.x 
(2009).

 21. Fong, D. W., Kane, T. C. & Culver, D. C. Vestigialization and loss of nonfunctional characters. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 26, 
249–268, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.es.26.110195.001341 (1995).

 22. Lande, R. Evolutionary mechanisms of limb loss in tetrapods. Evolution 32(1), 73–92, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1978.
tb01099.x (1978).

 23. Higham, T. E., Birn-Jeffery, A. V., Collins, C. E., Hulsey, C. D. & Russell, A. P. Adaptive simplification and the evolution of gecko 
locomotion: Morphological and biomechanical consequences of losing adhesion. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA, 112, 3, pp.809-814, 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1418979112 (2015).

 24. Gans, C. Tetrapod limblessness: Evolution and functional corollaries. Am. Zool. 15(2), 455–467, https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/15.2.455 
(1975).

 25. Skinner, A., Lee, M. S. Y. & Hutchinson, M. N. Rapid and repeated limb loss in a clade of scincid lizards. BMC Evol. Biol. 8, 310, 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2148-8-310 (2008).

 26. Higham, T. E. & Russell, A. P. Divergence in locomotor performance, ecology, and morphology between two sympatric sister species 
of desert-dwelling gecko. Biol. J. Linn. Soc. 101, 860–869, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2010.01539.x (2010).

 27. Russell, A. P. A contribution to the functional analysis of the foot of the Tokay, Gekko gecko (Reptilia: Gekkonidae). J. Zool. 176, 
437–476, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1975.tb03215.x (1975).

 28. Russell, A. P. Integrative functional morphology of the gekkotan adhesive system (reptilia: Gekkota). Integr. Comp. Biol. 42(6), 
1154–1163, https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/42.6.1154 (2002).

 29. Russell, A. P. & Higham, T. E. A new angle on clinging in geckos: incline, not substrate, triggers the deployment of the adhesive 
system. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. [Biol.]. 276, 3705–3709, https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2009.0946 (2009).

 30. Autumn, K. et al. Dynamics of geckos running vertically. J. Exp. Biol. 209, 260–272, https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01980 (2006).
 31. Collins, C. E., Russell, A. P. & Higham, T. E. Subdigital adhesive pad morphology varies in relation to structural habitat use in the 

Namib Day Gecko. Functional Ecology 29(1), 66–77, https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12312 (2015).
 32. Zaaf, A., Van Damme, R., Herrel, A. & Aerts, P. Spatio-temporal gait characteristics of level and vertical locomotion in a ground-

dwelling and a climbing gecko. J. Exp. Biol., 204, 1233-1246, Retrieved from: http://jeb.biologists.org/content/204/7/1233 (2001).
 33. FitzSimons, V. F. M. The Lizards of South Africa. 143-145, (Transvaal Museum, 1943).
 34. Odenaal, F. J. Notes on the adaptive ecology and behavior of four species of Rhoptropus (Gekkonidae) from the Namib Desert with 

special reference to a thermoregulatory mechanism employed by Rhoptropus afer. Madoqua, 11, 255-260, Retrieved from https://
journals.co.za/content/madoqua/11/3/AJA10115498_197 (1979).

 35. Wright, S. The method of path coefficients. Ann. Math. Sta., 5, 3, 161–215, Retrieved from www.jstor.org/stable/2957502 (1934).
 36. Shipley, B. Confirmatory path analysis in a generalized multilevel context. Ecology 90(2), 363–368, https://doi.org/10.1890/08-

1034.1 (2009).
 37. Pugesek, B. H. & Tomer, A. The Bumpus house sparrow data: a reanalysis using structural equation models. Evol. Ecol. 10(4), 

387–404, https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01237725 (1996).
 38. Petraitis, P. S., Dunham, A. E. & Niewiarowski, P. H. Inferring multiple causality: the limitations of path analysis. Funct. Ecol. 10(4), 

421–431, https://doi.org/10.2307/2389934 (1996).
 39. McElroy, E. J. & McBrayer, L. D. Getting up to speed: acceleration strategies in the Florida Scrub Lizard. Sceloporus woodi. Physiol. 

Biochem. Zool. 83, 643–653, https://doi.org/10.1086/653476 (2010).
 40. McElroy, E. J., Archambeau, K. L. & McBrayer, L. D. The correlation between locomotor performance and hindlimb kinematics 

during burst locomotion in the Florida Scrub Lizard. Sceloporus woodi. J. Exp. Biol. 215, 442–453, https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.058867 
(2012).

 41. Biewener, A. A. Biomechanics of mammalian terrestrial locomotion. Science 250, 1097–1103, https://doi.org/10.1126/
science.2251499 (1990).

 42. Smith, J. M. & Savage, R. J. Some locomotory adaptations in mammals. Zool. J. Linn. Soc. 42, 603–622, https://doi.org/10.1111/j. 
1096-3642.1956.tb02220.x (1956).

 43. Snyder, R. C. The anatomy and function of the pelvic girdle and hindlimb in lizard locomotion. Am. J. Anat. 95, 1–45, https://doi.
org/10.1002/aja.1000950102 (1954).

 44. Russell, A. P. & Bels, V. Biomechanics and kinematics of limb-based locomotion in lizards: review, synthesis, and prospectus. Comp. 
Biochem. Physiol. A 131, 89–112, https://doi.org/10.1016/S1095-6433(01)00469-X (2001).

 45. Mitchell, R. J. Testing evolutionary and ecological hypotheses using path analysis and structural equation modeling. Funct. Ecol. 
6(2), 123–129, https://doi.org/10.2307/2389745 (1992).

 46. Wootton, J. T. Predicting direct and indirect effects: an integrated approach using experiments and path analysis. Ecology 75(1), 
151–165, https://doi.org/10.2307/1939391 (1994).

 47. Sinervo, B. & DeNardo, D. F. Costs of reproduction in the wild: path analysis of natural selection and experimental tests of causation. 
Evolution 50(3), 1299–1313, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1996.tb02370.x (1996).

 48. Arnold, S. J. Species densities of predators and their prey. Am. Nat. 106(948), 220–236, https://doi.org/10.1086/282763 (1972).
 49. Lesku, J. A., Roth II, T. C., Amlaner, C. J. & Lima, S. L. A phylogenetic analysis of sleep architecture in mammals: the integration of 

anatomy, physiology, and ecology. Am. Nat. 168(4), 441–453, https://doi.org/10.1086/506973 (2006).
 50. Graham, M. H. Confronting multicollinearity in ecological multiple regression. Ecology 84(11), 2809–2815, https://doi.

org/10.1890/02-3114 (2003).
 51. Wilson, R. S., Husak, J. F., Halsey, L. G. & Clemente, C. J. Predicting the movement speeds of animals in natural environments. Integr. 

Comp. Biol. 55(6), 1125–1141, https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/icv106 (2015).
 52. Wynn, M. L., Clemente, C., Nasir, A. F. A. A. & Wilson, R. S. Running faster causes disaster: trade-offs between speed, 

manoeuvrability and motor control when running around corners in northern quolls (Dasyurus hallucatus) J. Exp. Biol. 218(3), 
433–439, https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.111682 (2015).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(97)01273-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(97)01273-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/002829679X00061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/002829679X00061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1995.tb02321.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/43.3.396
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0039429
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1443723
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1443723
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/42.6.1081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/42.6.1081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7580.2009.01075.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.es.26.110195.001341
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1978.tb01099.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1978.tb01099.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1418979112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/15.2.455
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2148-8-310
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2010.01539.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1975.tb03215.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/42.6.1154
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2009.0946
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12312
http://jeb.biologists.org/content/204/7/1233
https://journals.co.za/content/madoqua/11/3/AJA10115498_197
https://journals.co.za/content/madoqua/11/3/AJA10115498_197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/08-1034.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/08-1034.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01237725
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2389934
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/653476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.058867
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.2251499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.2251499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1096-3642.1956.tb02220.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1096-3642.1956.tb02220.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/aja.1000950102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/aja.1000950102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1095-6433(01)00469-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2389745
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1939391
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1996.tb02370.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/282763
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/506973
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/02-3114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/02-3114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/icv106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.111682


www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 0Scientific RepoRts | 7: 15595  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-15459-6

 53. Kane, E. A. & Higham, T. E. Complex systems are more than the sum of their parts: using integration to understand performance, 
biomechanics, and diversity. Integr. Comp. Biol. 55(1), 146–155, https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/icv033 (2015).

 54. Wainwright, P. C., Alfaro, M. E., Bolnick, D. I. & Hulsey, C. D. Many-to-one mapping of form to function: A general principle in 
organismal design? Integr. Comp. Biol. 45, 256–262, https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/45.2.256 (2005).

 55. Bolnick, D. I. et al. The ecology of individuals: incidence and implications of individual specialization. Am. Nat., 161, 1, 1–28, 
doi:1086/343878 (2003).

 56. Careau, V. & Garland, T. Jr Performance, personality, and energetics: correlation, causation, and mechanism. Physiol. Biochem. Zool. 
85(6), 543–571, https://doi.org/10.1086/666970 (2012).

 57. Cespedes, A. M. & Lailvaux, S. P. An individual-based simulation approach to the evolution of locomotor performance. Integr. 
Comp. Bio. 55(6), 1176–1187, https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/icv082 (2015).

 58. Sih, A., Bell, A. & Johnson, J. C. Behavioral syndromes: an ecological and evolutionary overview. Trends Ecol. Evolut. 19(7), 372–378, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2004.04.009 (2004).

 59. Schall, J. S. & Pianka, E. R. Evolution of escape behavior diversity. Am. Nat. 15(4), 551–566, https://doi.org/10.1086/283579 (1980).
 60. Bauer, A., Russell, A. & Powell, G. The evolution of locomotor morphology in Rhoptropus (Squamata: Gekkonidae): functional and 

phylogenetic considerations. Afr. J. Herpetol. 45, 8–30, https://doi.org/10.1080/21564574.1996.9649959 (1996).
 61. Hedrick, T. L. Software techniques for two- and three-dimensional kinematic measurements of biological and biomimetic systems. 

Bioinspir. Biomim. 3, 034001, https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-3182/3/3/034001 (2008).
 62. Gomes, V., Carretero, M. A. & Kaliontzopoulou. Instantaneous versus interval speed estimates of maximum locomotor capacities 

for whole-organism performance studies. Evol. Biol., 1-10, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11692-017-9426-7 (2017).
 63. McElroy, E. J. & Reilly, S. M. The relationship between limb morphology, kinematics, and force during running: the evolution of 

locomotor dynamics in lizards. Biol J. Linnean Soc. 97(3), 634–651, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2009.01230.x (2009).
 64. Fieler, C. L. & Jayne, B. C. Effects of speed on the hindlimb kinematics of the lizard Dipsosaurus dorsalis. J. Exp. Biol., 201, 4, 

609–622, Retrieved from http://jeb.biologists.org/content/201/4/609.short (1998).
 65. Snyder, R. C. Quadrupedal and bipedal locomotion of lizards. Copeia, 64-70, https://doi.org/10.2307/1438533 (1952).
 66. von Oertzen, T., Brandmaier, A. M. & Tsang, S. Structural equation modeling with Ωnyx. Struct. Equ. Modeling. 22(1), 148–161, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.935842 (2015).

Acknowledgements
We thank Dr. Chandra Reynolds and Dr. Ted Garland for their valuable insight and feedback throughout 
the development of this project. Anthony Russell helped collect geckos in the field. The Namibia Ministry of 
Fisheries and Marine Resources and Gobabeb Research and Training Centre provided valuable laboratory space, 
accommodation and advice. Animals were handled humanely under UCR IACUC AUP# A20110038E. A grant 
from the NSF (IOS-1147043 to TEH) supported this work. We thank Dr. A.V. Birn-Jeffery for assisting with 
coding in MATLAB.

Author Contributions
C.E.C. and T.E.H. designed and conducted the experiment. C.E.C. analyzed the data. C.E.C. and T.E.H. 
collaborated on the manuscript.

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-15459-6.
Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Publisher's note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Cre-
ative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not per-
mitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the 
copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
 
© The Author(s) 2017

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/icv033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/45.2.256
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/666970
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/icv082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2004.04.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/283579
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21564574.1996.9649959
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-3182/3/3/034001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11692-017-9426-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2009.01230.x
http://jeb.biologists.org/content/201/4/609.short
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1438533
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.935842
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-15459-6
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Individuals of the common Namib Day Gecko vary in how adaptive simplification alters sprint biomechanics
	Results
	Principal components, and model fit. 
	What determines sprint speed?. 
	How does toe pad contact affect locomotion?. 

	Discussion
	Methods
	Data analysis. 

	Acknowledgements
	Figure 1 The subdigital adhesive toe pad is lifted from a level surface by hyperextension.
	Figure 2 Conceptual model depicting the role of kinematics as the mechanistic linkage between animal morphology and performance in the context of physically challenging habitats.
	Figure 3 This path model examines how locomotion is governed on response a level and an inclined surface.
	Figure 4 This path model examines how locomotion is governed in response to the use of the adhesive toe pad on a level surface.
	Figure 5 Locomotor speed on a level surface when the adhesive toe pad was deployed on the surface and when the toe pad was hyperextended.
	Table 1 Sprint speed and the hypothesized kinematic traits exerting control over forward speed in this study, their descriptions, expectations, and outcomes.




