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Ad 1. A very narrow micropylar canal (cf. Harpullia), especially when it runs

obliquely to the axis, is apt to escape the attention in a longitudinal section. A

negative finding in a section as shown in Kadry’s photograph 1b, does not prove

much, as the section
may easily have missed the canal; it can not be used to dis-

prove a positive finding by another author (Guerin). For the rest I do not under-

stand why my “views should be corrected”. I did not object to any interpretation,

only ventured to place Guerin’s opinion beside that of Kadry, and I myself spoke
neutrally of a solid-looking integument, the point being of no interest for the

matter under discussion.

The photograph certainly does not prove (as said in the caption) that the “beak”

is a fusion between nucellus and integument. This statement consists of a mixture

of observation and interpretation (just as his statement in the contested main

issue on the origin of the “aril”). The conclusion of Guerin, based on ontogenetical

investigation which proves the resorption of the nucellus, can not be dismissed by
this photograph. I may add that I found the same resorption in the ontogeny of

the ovule in other Sapindaceae.
Ad 2. Photograph 1c shows only the tip of the beak. For this region I too

mentioned the absence of a funicular outer integument, so that the photograph
seems unneccessary. The funicular outer integument was described by me as

present nearer to the base, inside the curve, whereas Kadry now says that in older

ovules the whole inner part of the outer integument becomes indistinguishable.

Flowever, in Kadry’s microphotograph I b this part is clearly distinguishable.
Ad 3. Photograph lb does not agree with the older Fig. 14 of Kadry, to which

it refers, and with which it is said to be absolutely identical. In Fig. 14 the place
of origin of the aril (my main point) seems to be reconstructed. Fig. 14 seems

to be a combination of the photographs la and lb. It can not have been (as said

in the text) “drawn from a true section” as it is impossible that in a large trilocular

young fruit two seeds are cut medially in one section.

I fail to see how the photographs could possibly disprove my thesis that the

basal folds on which the ovules are inserted, are the “Querzones” of peltate carpels,
and that there are no true funicles. In the right halfof Fig. 14 (more or less corres-

ponding to photograph lb) a funicle is clearly absent.

Although the criticism of Kadry remains confined to some minor points and

does not affect the main issue ofmy study, it seems desirable to consider his objections
briefly.


