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gross display of hyper-sensitivity and selfishness is unworthy of serious attention. 
No society of foresters and no other professional group has produced anything in 

science comparable to what botanists - professional and amateur - have done. I 
denounce any proposal to set the interests of any such group above ours. Their very 
existence would have been impossible without the previous work of the much abused, 
much imposed upon, much belittled taxonomic botanists. Our science belongs to us, 
and its rules are for us to decide. We can well be proud of the laboriously, ably con- 
structed systems under which we work. They are the ripened product of the thought 
and experience of generations of capable devotees. Their failures can more often be 
laid to shortage of personnel, lack of sufficient time, and difficulties inherent in the 
materials with which we have to deal than to the rules themselves. They are after all 
an amazingly workable tool for the extraordinarily intricate and difficult subject in 
which they are used. Taxonomy is above all a laborious pursuit. To sift through mil- 
lions of names, and at the same time to better our knowledge of the hundreds of 
thousands of species involved, is not easy and is not done speedily. We do not arrive 
at Nirvana ("the absence of striving") in a decade. We shall work better and faster 
if we do not let ourselves be perpetually distracted and interfered with by those who 
have only special and selfish interests to consider. 

Perhaps worse than the menaces of business men or bureaucrats is the irresponsible 
eagerness in our own midst to regiment and be regimented by peremptory fiats, in 
the style exemplified by Dr. Camp's remarks. What he proposes is the abrogation of 
legal principles. It is my fervent hope that he will not be heeded. His article is neither 
scientific nor of any help for science. It is to me a shameful thing that taxonomists 
should rush so eagerly to cater to the "practical" man, forsaking their primary duty to 
make calm and detached appraisal, and to disregard partisan, unscientific interests. 
When we do so we are no longer scientists, and deserve neither the attention nor the 
respect of those who are. 

PRIMARY CLASSIFICATION IN THE ORCHIDACEAE 
A CRITIQUE 

by 
Gordon P. DeWolf, Jr. (Bailey Hortorium, Ithaca N.Y.) 

On November 15, 1954, in the 4th fascicle of the 4th volume of Ceiba, there was 
published an article by Edwin D. Hatch of Central Auckland, New Zealand, entitled 
"Primary Classification in the Orchidaceae" (reprinted, apparently without change, 
in the American Orchid Society Bulletin vol. 24, no. 12, pp. 810-811, Dec. 1955). This 
purported to be a revision of Schlechter's classification of the Orchidaceae to the ex- 
tent that its nomenclature would "conform to the Code [International Code of Bota- 
nical Nomenclature, ed. 19521 without losing sight of the sound principles upon which 
the original classification was based." 

A competent revision of an existing scheme of classification is praiseworthy when 
carried out in conjunction with a broad systematic treatment of the family. Its publi- 
cation by itself, as a purely nomenclatural study, would be commendable if it con- 
tained a critical discussion of the nomenclatural principles involved, as well as the 
particular problems inherent in the special group under discussion. Unfortunately, the 
discussion mentioned above is neither of these. Indeed, as it stands, it serves no 
practical purpose, and because it does not conform to the requirements of the Code 
which it professes to support, the names proposed in it have no valid standing. 
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One hundred years ago J. D. Hooker admonished his contemporaries 
"..that it is only after much preliminary study, and with the aids of a complete 
library, . .that descriptive botany can be effectively carried out; and it would 
be well for science if this were fully understood and acted upon." 

This is as true today as it was in 1855, and it is as true of purely nomenclatural studies 
as it is for taxonomic ones. 

The Code of Botanical Nomenclature provides strict requirements for precision in 
nomenclatural matters. Establishment of a legitimate name calls for something more 
than etymological juggling. Due regard must be given to the historical aspects of 

any question for the Code (Art. 5) states that 
"in the absence of a relevant rule, or where the consequences of rules are doubt- 
ful, established custom must be followed." 

Particularly in discussions of suprageneric groupings are such careful studies essen- 
tial to determine the consequences of the application of the rules when applied to these 

categories. 
Hatch's article is considered to be a poor example of nomenclatural study for three 

reasons. In the first place, the names which he proposed were not validly published, 
according to Arts. 42, 43 (2), and 47, and hence have no standing in botanical nomen- 
clature. In the second place, six of the names he proposed would have been illegitimate 
(Art. 10) even if they had been validly published (Arts. 28, 29). In the third place, the 
article only serves to compound confusion, since he has ignored the historical basis of 
the problem. 

Hatch, however, does point out a series of problems which were first created by 
the Paris Congress of 1867. These are the nomenclatural problems dealing with supra- 
generic taxa (Laws, Art. 8, 21, 22, 23, 24), categories not usually considered by any 
but monographers or systematists. In general, students have followed the provisions of 
the rules, but in certain families, such as the Euphorbiaceae and Orchidaceae, where 
the suprageneric system is complex - and old - the nomenclature is indeed out of 
line with current requirements. 
Unfortunately, the present Code does not provide for the recognition of nomenclatural 

priority in categories other than genera and species. Articles 28, 29, 32, 35, and 80 
establish artificial and arbitrary procedures which run contrary to the stipulations of 
Articles 26 and 72. The establishment of "type genera" for suprageneric categories 
must in many cases be a highly artificial procedure. Further, the rules for citation of 

authority as they apply to suprageneric categories do not necessarily allow for the 
citation of the earliest authority for a name, nor do they necessarily allow for citation 
of those careful students who may have put the nomenclature of a particular group 
on a sound footing. 

In the Orchidaceae, the strict application of the Code as it now stands would 
necessitate the overthrow of suprageneric names familiar to students of the family 
for over one hundred and fifty years. Ordinarily, one would expect that nomenclatural 
proposals should accompany a taxonomic revision of the group in question. Since, 
however, Hatch's article has aggravated the problem in this family, it seems wise to 
discuss the names involved, and to ensure stability by proposing certain of them for 
conservation, as provided by Article 24 of the Code. 

At the Amsterdam Congress in 1935, Sprague and Lanjouw presented a list of names 
of Families which they felt might need to be conserved. Three additional lists of 
names were added to this at the Stockholm Congress of 1950. Finally, Stafleu, in a 
preliminary report on the Paris Congress of 1954, stated that the old list (the list of 
the four comb:ned proposals that had been published in the last edition of the Code) 
had been thrown out, and that a special committee had been appointed to look into the 
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formation of a new list of family names which needed to be conserved. He further 
stated: "When the rules of priority are applied strictly to fam'ly names a large number 
of our commonly accepted names are found to be incorrect." One suspects, however, 
that fewer names would be changed if the rule of priority were followed than is 
necessary if Article 28 be applied, since the necessity for determining a type genus 
from which a family may take its name, or determining that the present family name 
was taken from a bona fide type genus will doubtless present problems in many 
families. For example, has Solanum ever been specifically and legitimately designated 
as the type genus of the family Solanaceae? De Jussieu certainly did not designate it, 
nor did Adanson. 

Ames has pointed out that the name "Orchidaceae" was incorrectly formed. The 
Greek word "orchis" which has the genitive "orchidos" refers to a kind of wild olive, 
not to the "European plant with testiculate tubers, . ." which Theophrastus called 
orchis. Ames went on to say: "..an established name in botanical nomenclature, 
simply because it is philologically faulty, should not be changed." This is, of course, 
in accord with Article 82. But this does not solve all of our problems in this case. 

We are told by Article 28 that "the name of a family is.. taken from the name of 
its type genus or from a synonym.." Ames pointed out that it is probable that the 
plants which originally bore the name "Orchis" were indeed members of the Linnaean 
genus Orchis of the "Species Plantarum" ed. 1 (1753). Linnaeus in the "Genera 
Plantarum" and in the "Species Plantarum" did not establish families, but in the 
"Philosophia Botanica" of 1751 he published (pp. 27-36) a "Methodi Naturalis Frag- 
menta. ." Here, genera believed to be related were grouped together. The classificatory 
term of his groups was not given, but the groups were given names. 

The group he named "Orchideae" (taken apparently from Hallier's "Enumeratio 
methodica stirpium Helvetiae indigenarum," 1742) consisted of the 10 genera of 
orchids (Orchis at the head of the list) known to Linnaeus. Inasmuch as there is no 
circumscription, or reference to one, this name is not available to us even though 
there is a Vienna reprint of the "Philosophia Botanica" dated 1755. This is unfor- 
tunate, since this name was in common use for the group through the early part of 
the 19th Century - and, indeed, was used in the Genera Plantarum of Bentham and 
Hooker as late as 1883. 

The first name available to us, which is designated by term, name, and diagnosis, 
is that of Michael Adanson in his "Familles des Plantes" volume 2, pp. 68-70. Here 
we are supplied with the name "Orchides." This is probably based on the Orchides of 
Bernard de Jussieu, published in "Ordines naturales in Ludovici XV horto Trianonensi 
dispositi" of 1759. I have not seen this work and cannot affirm that the name was 
validly and legitimately published in it. The one difficulty is that Adanson did not 
designate a type genus, and while he did include Orchis, it is sixth on his list of in- 
cluded genera. For that matter, I do not know of any statement by any author, until 
1861, (Lemaire, L'Illustration Horticole sub t. 277) that designates the genus Orchis as 
the type genus of the family. However, I think that it will have to be assumed that 
such is the case and Adanson's name will have to be taken up, with an appropriate 
change in termination for the name of this family. 

If this reasoning be followed it will not be necessary to include the name "Orchi- 
daceae" in any future list of Nomina Familiarum Conservanda, the citation which 
establishes the priority of the name being: 

Orchidaceae, Adanson, Familles des Plantes, vol. 2, pp. 68-70, 1763. 
The suprageneric classification of the Orchidaceae has been attempted by a number 

of students since the time of Linnaeus. Because the family is large, and is complex in 
floral and vegetative structure, and because a variety of experiences and philosophical 
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concepts is reflected in these classifications, the various solutions offered to the prob- 
lems of taxonomy and nomenclature have been diverse. Complicated as the problem 
is in itself, additional nomenclatural problems have been added by the successive 
editions of the "Rules [or Code3 of Nomenclature." These Rules have, from the first, 
emphasized the necessity for following the doctrine of priority with regard to the 
names of genera and species but they have not advocated this for other categories. 

In many of the families which have been monographed in recent years, the supra- 
generic taxa have been named in accordance with the provisions of the Rules. Other 
families, however (the Orchidaceae and Euphorbiaceae are examples), have not been 
brought into line. A review and analysis of the situation seems to be in order. 

Article 26 of the Code states, "The Rules of priority and typification do not apply 
to names of taxa above the rank of order." This would seem to be explicit, and by 
implication the names of taxa below the rank of order should be governed by the 
Rules of Priority. However, articles 27, 28, and 29 establish an arbitrary procedure 
for the nomenclature of all suprageneric categories. Similar articles in earlier editions 
of the Rules created so much confusion, however, that at the Congress in Stockholm 
in 1950 a list of about 213 family names was proposed for conservation. This proposal 
was not acted on at that time, and at the Paris Congress (1954), the list was thrown 
out, with the direction that a new list 1be drawn up. 

The situation with regard to the infrafamilial suprageneric taxa is much more 
confused. In some families we have names which may be illegitimate, but which are 
morphologically appropriate and descriptive and have the sanction of priority. It 
seems ridiculous that names which have been in use by competent students for over 
one hundred years should be made illegitimate by a legalistic whim. Therefore, it be- 
comes necessary to propose for conservation names in several categories within the 
Orchidaceae. 

In 1877, in his "Entwurf einer natiirlichen Anordnung der Orchideen," Dr. Ernst 
Hugo Heinrich Pfitzer, Professor of Botany in the University of Heidelberg, published 
a systematic revision of the Orchidaceae. This, and his treatment of the group in 
Engler & Prantl's "Die natiirlichen Pflanzenfamilien," have served as the basis for 
our modern conception of the classification of the family. Much of Pfitzer's classifica- 
tion was new, but in his primary division he followed the system proposed by Olof 
Swartz in 1800 which divided the family into two distinct subfamilies, based on the 
number of fertile anthers. This was in strong contrast to the practice of the majority 
of orchid systematists of the 19th century, who had prefered to divide the family into 
a number of tribes. 

Swartz, well known as an early student of the Caribbean flora, was also a systema- 
t'st of note. His "Synopsis Filicum" of 1806 was of considerable value in its time, 
and his "Afhandling om Orchidernes Sligter och deras Systematiska indelning" is 
of in!erest as probably the first attempt to classify the orchids in a natural (but not 
evolutionary) system. Swartz divided the genera of the Orchidaceae into two groups: 
"I. Orchider med en Anthera" (orchids with one anther) and "II. Orchider med tva 
Antherer" (orchids with two anthers). In 1805, in the first volume of Schrader's 
"Neues Journal fiir die Botanik," he latinized these to "Orchideae Monantherae" and 
"Orchideae Diantherae." 

In 1887 Pfitzer took up Swartz's taxa, made subfamilies of them, called 
them Monandrae and Diandrae, and credited the names to Swartz. But these are 
not the n-mes Swartz used. They are, instead, probably based on the names "Monan- 
dria" and "Diandria" used by Willdenow in the 4th edition of the "Species Plantarum" 
(vol. 4, part 1, p. 8-146, 1805). Since neither Swartz nor Willdenow defined his taxa, 
the names are illegitimate (Code, Art. 42). However, in 1831 K. S. Kunth, in the 
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"Handbuch der Botanik," used and defined the subfamilial names "Monandrae" and 
"Diandrae." Robert Brown and Humboldt, Bonpland, and Kunth had used the name 
Monandrae at an earlier date, but in both cases for more than one equivalent category 
and more as a descriptive word than as a term of classification. Therefore, the names 
should be credited to Kunth and the work cited above. 

These names are illegitimate (Art. 29). Despite the fact that: (1) they are descrip- 
tive of a fundamental morphological division in the family, (2) can be followed back 
with a constant usage for 150 years; (3) both modern monographers of the family 
have chosen to use the names, and (4) we have a Rule of Priority for the names of 

genera and species, we must, if we would follow the Code, reject these names for a 
later synonym of one taxon, and a new name which we must coin for the other - or, 
go through the legalistic maneuver of proposing long established names for conser- 
vation. 

In the discussion above of the family name, I have alluded to the doubt which must 

always surround the typification of that name. This doubt is compounded because 
I am faced with the necessity of naming a type genus for the other suprageneric taxa, 
particularly since it becomes necessary to overthrow names of long standing. Accor- 

ding to the Code, if "Orchidaceae" is accepted for the name of the family, then one 
must, by definition, accept Orchis as its type genus. If a subfamilial division is re- 

quired, then one of the subfamilies must bear the name "Orchidoideae." But this is 
a name which, to my knowledge, has never been used, nrr yet been proposed. If propo- 
sed it must correspond exactly to Pfitzer's Monandrae, a taxon which uses Kunth's 
name. Since the name is well circumscribed, and used in all modern works, it seems 
invidious to reject it as illegitimate. Therefore, I propose for conservation the sub- 
familial name Monandroideae, Kunth, Handbuch der Botanik, p. 291, 1831. 

The second subfamily is not difficult of typification, for Swartz's name, Diantherae, 
was based on the single genus Cypripedium. In 1817 Kurt Sprengel, in his "Anleitung 
zur Kenntniss der Gewaichse," vol. 2. pt. 1, p. 298, published the "Ordo Cypripedien." 
This appears, however, to represent a tribe. The first undoubted usage of the name 
in the rank of subfamily appears to be that by Lindley in the "Orchidearum Sceletos" 
of 1826. I have not seen this, but I have seen what purports to be a verbatim reprint 
in "Linnaea," vol. 2, pp. 527-532. Lindley used the name "Cypripedieae," and pro- 
vided a brief, but probably adequate, diagnosis. He did not give the category a name, 
but distinguished it by a typographical mark and included within it a category that 
was designated as "Tribus." However, Lindley did not accept his own designation, for 
in the "Genera and Species of Orchidaceous Plants," of 1830-40, he converted these 
to a number of tribes without intercalation of subfamilies. Though Lindley's name is 

legitimate, it has never been taken up. It seems appropriate, therefore, to conserve 
Kunth's name which may be cited as: Diandroideae, Kunth, Handbuch der Botanik, 
p. 292, 1831. 

The next taxa which concern us are those that Schlechter termed "Divisio." Unfor- 

tunately, this term is preoccupied for the category of Division, a primary taxon of the 

plant Kingdom. Hatch proposed the term "anther-type" which, besides being unwieldy, 
was undefined and unlatinized, and hence is illegitimate. For this rank I propose the 
term "supertribe" (supertribus) which may be defined as a taxon intermediate in rank 
between subfamily and tribe. This rank has been used before, without a term, by 
Diels in "A. Engler's Syllabus der Pfanzenfamilien," 11th edition, 1936, e.g., in the 

Sapindaceae and Acanthaceae. Following Diels, I propose use of the termination -ae. 
Pfitzer divided his subfamily Monandrae into two supertribes, Basitonae and 

Acrotonae. These divisions and names were accepted by Schlechter, who noted, 
however, that the Basitonae corresponded to Lindley's tribe Ophrydeae. (Orchidearum 
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Sceletos, 1826). Since a name of a taxon has no priority outside its rank (Art. 70), 
this need not concern us. Inasmuch as this supertribe contains the supposed type genus, 
the name required by the Code would be Orchidae. This name, however, has never been 
proposed. For this reason, I propose for conservation the name Basitonae, Pfitzer, 
"Entwurf einer natiirlichen Anordnung der Orchideen," p. 95-96, 1887. 

It is even more difficult to determine the typification for Pfitzer's second super- 
tribe, "Acrotonae." No type was designated at its inception and thus. we have only 
mechanical methods for determining what Pfitzer may have had in mind. Possibly 
the oldest genus might be selected. In this case the type genus would probably be 
Epidendrum L. Since one tribe of the supertribe is based in part on Lindley's tribe 
Neottieae, which in turn is based on Robert Brown's Sect. II. Monandrae, one might 
take the first genus listed there, Thelymitra, as the type genus; or perhaps we should 
take the first genus listed by Lindley in the initial enumeration of his tribe - Pelexia. 
Another choice could be the genus from which Lindley took the name of his tribe, 
Neottia. Thus, the Code allows this supertribe to have at least 4 legitimate names. If, 
however, the rule of priority is followed, there can be only one legitimate name: 
Acrotonae, Pfitzer, "Entwurf einer natiirlichen Anordnung der Orchideen," p. 96-97, 
1887. 

At the tribal level, the supertribe Basitonae contains but a single tribe. According 
to the Code, the name of this tribe should be "Orchideae." This name, as with the 
similar supertribal and subtribal designations, has apparently never been proposed. 
Probably the earliest name available is "Granulosae" of Blume, published in the 8th 
fascicle of his "Bijdragen tot de Flora van Nederlandsch Indiia" in 1825. This has 
apparently never been taken up. Instead, the name "Ophrydeae," proposed by Lindley 
in the "Orchidearum Sceletos" of 1826, has been almost universally applied. Further, 
until the present (1952) edition of the Code, this name was legitimate. 

As recently as the last edition (1935) of the Rules, botanists were authorized to 
form the names of families, subfamilies, tribes and subtribes from the name of 
"..one of the genera in the group.." (Art. 24, 1935). The new edition of the Code, 
with its explicit directions for the formation of names makes much previous work 
illegitimate. This, despite the warning of Article 4 of the present Code, "The essential 
points in nomenclature are: (1) to aim at fixity of names; (2) to avoid or to reject 
the use of forms and names which may cause error or ambiguity or throw science into 
confusion. Next in importance is the avoidance of all useless creation of names.." 
I submit that the present reading of Articles 28 and 29, as evidenced by the problems 
presented in this paper, do not promote fixity of nomenclature, does tend to throw 
science into confusion and does promote useless creation of names. 

Despite the fact that it is not the earliest name available, but because it was legiti- 
mate for 85 years, and because it has been almost universally used since its first 
publication in 1826, I propose for conservation the tribal name Ophrydeae, Lindley, 
"Orchidearum Sceletos," 1826, for this taxon. 

The supertribe Acrotonae of Schlechter's classification was divided into 2 tribes, 
which he called "Polychondreae" and "Kerosphaereae." The "Polychondreae" corres- 
ponds almost exactly with the tribe "Neottieae" of Bentham, which in turn was made 
up of the "Neottieae" and "Arthuseae" of Lindley. Though Lindley's Neotteae appears 
to be a synonym of Blume's Pulvereae, it seems logical to conserve the name which 
has had more than a century of use, and which was legitimate until 1950. Therefore, 
I propose for conservation the tribal name Neottieae, Lindley, "Orchidearum 
Sceletos," 1826, emend. Bentham in Bentham and Hooker f., "Genera Plantarum," 
vol. 3, part 2, p. 480, 1883. 

Schlechter's tribe "Kerosphaereae" is made up of the Tribes Epidendreae, Lindley, 
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and Vandeae, Lindley. On grounds of priority, the name Epidendreae, Lindley is 
the legitimate name. It is here, however, that the attempt to revise nomenclature 
without revising the system breaks down. Schlechter divided his tribe into two "series," 
and the "series" into subtribes. These subtribes seem to be equivalent to the subtribes 
in the rest of the family. If this is true, then the "Series" should be treated as tribes 
and the "Tribe" as a supertribe. But this, it seems to me, takes us out of nomen- 
clature into systematics, and here it is unwise for me to tread. Therefore, I leave the 
nomenclature, as well as the systematics, of this last group of the Orchidaceae to a 
student of the group to untangle. 

The foregoing is a summary of the nomenclatural problems of the Orchidaceae 
on the suprasubtribal level. The nomenclature of the subtribes as given by Schlechter 
seems for the most part to be legitimate under the present Code and need not 
concern us. The higher taxa do present problems and the proposals here presented 
are an attempt to remedy the difficulties. It is felt that the treatment of the nomen- 
clature of suprageneric taxa is not, and never has been, treated adequately in the 
Code or the Rules. It is felt that serious thought must be given to revision of Articles 
27, 28, and 29, with a view to reenforceing the principle of priority and to sta- 
bilizing nomenclature. 

Nomina conservanda proposita Nomina rejicienda proposita 
Subfamilial Names 

Monandroidex, Kunth, Handbuch der Bota- 
nik, p. 291, 1831. 

Diandroidex, Kunth, Handbuch der Botanik, Cypripedoidex, Lindley, Orchidearum Sce- 
p. 292, 1831. letos, p. 7, 1826 [ieae, Lindl.]. 

Tribal Names 

Ophrydex, Lindley, Orchidearum Sceletos, Granulosa, Blume, Bijdragen tot de Flora 
p. 7, 1826. van Nederlandsch Indii I :402, 1825. 

Neottiew, Lindley, Orchidearum Sceletos, Pulverea, Blume, Bijdragen tot de Flora van 
p. 7, 1826, emend. Bentham in Bentham Nederlandsch IndiP 1:417, 1825. 
and Hooker f., Genera Plantarum, 3(2): 
480, 1883. 

Nomina proposita 
Supertribus 

Basitonx, Pfitzer, Entwurf einer natiirlichen Anordnung der Orchideen, p. 95-96. 1887. 
Acrotonx, Pfitzer, l.c., p. 96. 
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ON THE APPLICATION OF THE NAME OURAGOGA 

by 

A. A. Bullock (Kew) 

The history and application of the generic name Ouragoga (or Uragoga) began in 
1737, when it was used by Linne in the first edition of the Genera Plantarum (p. 378) 
and in the Hortus Cliffortianus (p. 486). In both works Linne referred to the Ipecacu- 
anha of Marcgraf and Piso, but there is no evidence that he had at that time seen a 
flowering specimen, since he placed the genus among miscellaneous genera of uncer- 
tain position in his system. 

The plant is apparently not mentioned, either under the vernacular Ipecacuanha 
or under any other name in subsequent editions of Linne's Genera Plantarum and 
it is omitted from the Species Plantarum (1753). The name Ouragoga appeared again 
in 1774 in Wickman's dissertation "Viola Ipecacuanha". He gave a description based 
upon those of Linn6, together with various names and descriptions taken from other 
authors. Wickman's conclusions in regard to identification are: "Ex omnibus hisce 
recentiorum descriptionibus patet Ipecacuanham speciem esse Violae.... ," and 
"Priorem Ipecacuanham Pisonis & Ouragogam N. D. Praesidis [LinneJ, eandem forte 
speciem esse caule decumbente probabile videtur, perinde atque eadem Pisonis & 
Barerii [sic] species est foliis villosis. [Ob] Calcar longum corollae in flore Allamandi 
(calcari longissimo) species sine dubio diversa est a Pombalia Vandellii quae calcari 
destituitur: praeterea nec Piso, nec Marcgravius calcar nominat aut delineat, quod 
minime praeterire potuissent, si illud observassent. Atque haec suit causa, cur N. D. 
Praeses in Syst. Naturae edit. 13. p. 669 Ipecacuanham Barreri a Viola diandra Alla- 
mandi distinxerit." 

It is clear that Wickman had no intention of maintaining Ouragoga as a generic 
name; he merely repeated Linne's description in order to show that the plant concer- 
ned was in fact a species of "Viola". Linne himself referred "Ipecacuanha alba 
officinis. Viola grandiflora, veronicae folio villoso. Barrer. aequin. 113* vide descrip- 
tionem". to Viola ipecacuanha in the Mantissa Altera, p. 484 (1771) and this is the 
Hybanthus ipecacuanha (Linn.) Baill. of later authors. Wickman evidently regarded 
the Ouragoga of the Hortus Cliffortianus and the Genera Plantarum (ed. 1) as a 
synonym, though he was not sure of the specific identification. Under the International 
Rules Ouragoga is not, therefore, a validly published name. 

In the Flora of Tropical Africa (3 : 223. 1871), Hiern remarked under Cephaelis 
Sw. that "According to the usual principles of nomenclature, one of the names of 
Aublet, quoted by Bentham and Hooker, ought to be employed for this genus in 
preference to Swartz's; a still older name, however, is Ouragoga Linn. Gen. P1. edit. i., 
p. 378 (1737)". Later, Hiern actually adopted the name Ouragoga in preference to 
Cephaelis (in Cat. Afr. P1. Welw. 1 : 498 (1898), where he cited Wickman's disser- 
tation). 
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