This paper focused on the polyandrous mating behaviour in female crickets.  The authors (Tregenze et al 2002) argue that, although male mating behaviour has been well documented, there have not been very many studies on female polyandry, which may not just affect sexual selection, and natural selection in general.  The authors predict that female crickets mate with one sibling and one non-sibling in order to avoid the costs of inbreeding depression, and increase offspring viability.  This paper does present evidence to argue this point, however there are several problems with the argument, and several studies that need to be done in the future before their hypothesis becomes accepted.

One point the article fails to prove is why mating with one brother and one non-sibling is better than mating with two non-siblings.  If the fact of inbreeding depression is so deleterious, why would mating with one brother contribute to increased hatching success?  The article admits that mating with two non-siblings or a sibling and a non-sibling bring about similar results with offspring viability.  The article then goes on to say that there needs to be sperm competition or another factor that decreases the likelihood of the brother fertilising the female, and increases in the chance of the non-sibling fertilising the female.  With all the extra resources fighting off the brother’s sperm to avoid inbreeding depression is likely to use, one wonders why the authors did not suggest that mating with two non-siblings would be more selective.

There are many future studies that need to be conducted before the scientific community understands female polyandry.  The male strategy in these polyandrous systems needs to be addressed.  Just as it is not enough to only look at male behaviour in polygamous animals, looking only at the female strategy in polyandrous systems is also not the whole story.  The male strategy may offer vital clues to a behavioural puzzle that did not make sense when looked at only from a female mating point of view.  In this case, it would be nice to know if males actively sought females out, or if they were just passive and let any female mate with them.  Therefore, knowing the male strategy is essential in knowing everything that is going on in the system.

Another study that needs to be conducted involves multiple fertilisations.  The authors did not address the possibility of females mating more than twice.  It may be advantageous to study this, because if mating with two males increases offspring viability, perhaps mating with more than two males will lead to even more viability.

Additionally, field studies need to be explored to see if females do in fact mate with siblings in the wild.  The authors (Tregenza et al 2002) speculate that if a female produces many eggs that may mean that she mated with her sibling as well as with a non-sibling.  There is no proof of this, however, and concrete data must be gathered before any conclusions are drawn about female polyandry.  

Finally, the study of polyandry needs to be expanded beyond this one species of cricket.   The authors need to look at a number of different polyandrous species representing a diverse assemblage of phyla to see if they exhibit the same or similar behaviour.  Until these studies are conducted, this documented female behaviour in this species may only be a synapomorphy for these crickets.


In conclusion, this paper was a good first look at the study of polyandry.  Because female mating behaviour in relation to taking multiple mates is still relatively unknown, this study contributed a good deal to evolutionary ecology.  However, the main logical fallacy of the paper needs to be addressed, and many future studies must be conducted before any concrete theory of polyandry can be established.
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