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A b s t r a c t 

Study of anatomy of various flowers and of the often contradictory 
and controversial literature on floral anatomy have led the writer t<» 
a critical review of evolutionary interpretation of floral structure. 
New theories arc not believed to be necessary. Instead, many types 
of evidence often entertained arc considered to be less reliable than 
often claimed, and misleading. For example, tin- ways in which 
patterns of floral vascularization have served as the basis for the mosl 
d i s p a r a t e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s by var ious a n a t o m i s t s a re e x a m i n e d . Fai I 
of floral ontogeny likewise can be misleading when i ited as evidence. 
Overly literal interpretations are rejected, and the reasons whj now 
rejected hypotheses were offered are analyzed. Presentation oi data 
on isolated aspects of floral structure (e.g. vascularization) is believed 
to lead to errors, because floral structures are functioning units, and 
the pollination systems, dispersal mechanisms, etc., basic to the en­
tirety of a flower or fruit are stressed as more realistic goals or frames 
of reference lor students of plant structure. In order to present a cri­
tique involving the totality of floral structure, all topics relative to 
study of floral anatomy (gross morphology, pollination, dispersal, 
venation, ontogeny, taxonomy, paleobotany, teratology, etc.) are pre­
sented and related to evolutionary theory in the form of a series of 

21 commentaries. 

Floral anatomists repeatedly issue moment more imaginative hypotheses, 
a p p e a l s for use of the i r d a t a in t h e S tudy 1 find tha t t h e m o r e p laus ib le in te r -
of angiosperm evolution. The continual pretations can contain questionable data 
nature of these appeals leads one to be and statements. Overly enthusiastic 
suspicious: why is there need for such partisans of the better hypotheses pro-
a p p e a l s ? Does the b l ame lie wi th apa - pose some lines of ev idence which m a y 
thetic students of plant evolution or not, in fact, be valid. If this is tun, 
with floral anatomists who promulgate why lias this happened ? What truly 
theor ies a n d i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s t h a t do not rel iable l ines of ev idence in i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
stand the tests <<\ rigorous scientific offioral anatomy exist, and which must be 
examination? Disregarding for the abandoned as based on faulty evidence ? 

1. Received for publication: June 9, 1969. 
Although the positions taken above are my own, \ have naturally Rained much by conver­

sations with knowledgeable botanists over the past 15 years or so. Among the many individuals 
I wish to thank for contributing to my thinking are Professor I. W, Bailc\, Professor (Catherine 
Esau Dr Richard 11. Eydea I n Verne ('.rant. Dr G. L. 9tebbins Jr. and I >r Robert 1". Thome. 

I have been fortunate in having available to me floral materials of a wide variety of angio­
sperm families. I am grateful to the botanic gardens mentioned in the legends for figures for 
such materials. In addition, I have utilized materials collected during travel permitted by a 
grant from the National Science Foundation, GR-4977x. 
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