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Sexual selection arises from competition within a sex
for access to mates and fertilisations

Darwin 1871: Andersson 1994
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Intra-male sexual selection is driven by

anisogamy

Bateman 1948; Arnold 1994; Kokko and Jennions 2003: Lehtonen 2022
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...But not in plants

Plants 3b 20

aJanicke et al. 2016 o0e@
bJohnson and Shaw 2016; Tonnabel et al. 2019 ESEB
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Are these results typical of

anglosperms in general?
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|s sexual selection widespread

IN angiosperm species?
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Mating success

IS rarely reported in plants
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Data to estimate mating success IS

often collected!
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A hidden literature

Must feature

Parentage analysis to assign
offspring to parents
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Genetic mating success (gMS)
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