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Abstract

Study of anatomy o various flowers and o the often contradictory
and controversial literature on floral anatomy have led the writer &
a critical review of evolutionary interpretation of floral structure.
New theories arc not believed to be necessary. Instead, many types
d evidence often entertained arc considered to be less reliable than
often claimed, and misleading. For example, tin- ways in which
patterns o floral vascularization have served as the basis for the mod
disparate interpretations by various anatomists are examined. Fail
o floral ontogeny likewise can be misleading when iited 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 flora structure (e.g. vascularization) is believed
to lead to errors, because floral structures are functioning units, and
the pollination systems, dispersa mechanisms, etc., basic to the en-
tirety of a flower or fruit are stressed as more realistic goals or frames
o reference lor students of plant structure. In order to present a cri-
tique involving the totality of floral structure, al topics relative to
study o flora anatomy (gross morphology, pollination, dispersal,
venation, ontogeny, taxonomy, paleobotany, teratology, etc.) are pre-
sented and related to evolutionary theory in the fom o a series of

21 commentaries.

Floral anatomists repeatedly issue
appeals for use of their data in the Study
of angiosperm evolution. The continual
nature o these appeals leads one to be
suspicious. why is there need for such
appeals? Does the blame lie with apa-
thetic students of plant evolution or
with floral anatomists who promulgate
theories and interpretations that do not
stand the tests <<\rigorous scientific
examination? Disregarding for  the
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moment more imaginative hypotheses,
1 find that the more plausible inter-
pretations can contain questionable data
and statements. Overly enthusiastic
partisans of the better hypotheses pro-
pose some lines of evidence which may
not, in fact, be valid. If this is tun,
why lias this happened ? What truly
reliable lines of evidence in interpretation
offioral anatomy exist, and which must be
abandoned as based on faulty evidence ?

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.
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