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consideration at Montreal, however, and I am therefore not putting forward a form of 
words at present. Whether de Wit's procedure for dealing with the residue of doubtful 
cases will aid stability in nomenclature is a matter for the Special Committee on 
Stabilization, and they will no doubt give it serious consideration. 

There is little to add to Stafleu's notes (Taxon 5 : 19, 38. 1956) on the name of the 
Douglas Fir, in the second of which he rightly states that its correct name is Pseu- 
dotsuga menziesii (Mirb.) Franco, except to record that consultation of the original 
publications confirms that Abies taxifolia Desfontaines (Tabl. Ecole Bot. Mus. Hist. 
Nat., 216. 1804) was validly published. Desfontaines' work consists of a list of the 
latin and french names of the plants cultivated in the gardens and greenhouses of the 
Paris Museum. On p. 216 we find, after a list of species under the generic name 
Pinus: 

"ABIES (Pinus L.) SAPIN 
taxifolia 

.. argent6. F. b (econ.)" 
pinus picea L." 

This is the style of citing earlier synonyms adopted by Desfontaines throughout the 
work, and, by the standards which are applied by established custom to works pu- 
blished before 1953, it is a reference to the previously and effectively published 
description provided by Linnaeus under the name Pinus Picea in Sp. Pl., ed. 1, 1001. 
1753. Desfontaines' name is admittedly illegitimate because superfluous when pu- 
blished, but that reference makes it validly published, and hence A bies taxifolia Poir. 
(in Lam., Encycl. M6th., Bot. 6:523. 1804 [18051) is a later homonym and illegiti- 
mate. 

Another point brought out by Franco in his original note on this subject (Bol. Soc. 
Broter. 24 : 74-77. 1950), but not mentioned in either of Stafleu's notes is that Abies 
menziesii Mirb. (in M6m. Mus. Hist. Nat. Paris, 13 : 63, 70. 1825. "Menziezii") is a 
nomenclatural synonym of Abies taxifolia Poir., being founded, like Poiret's name, on 
Pinus taxifolia Lamb. non Salisb. 

Gleason's contention (Rhodora, 57 :332-5. 1955) that the species should be called 
Pseudotsuga mucronata (Raf.) Sudw. is based on lack of knowledge of Mirbel's pu- 
blication and faulty interpretation of the rules, and is not correct. 

In conclusion, I should like to thank Mr. Dandy for advice and assistance, and 
Dr. de Wit for the courteous and amiable way in which he discussed a draft of this 
paper with me. 

PSEUDOTSUGA AND PSEUDO-SCIENCE 

by 
Lloyd H. Shinners (Dallas, Texas) 

In reprinting the essence of Boivin's Latin article on Pseudotsuga taxifolia and P. 
menziesii (Taxon 5:19. 1956), there was overlooked a later article by Franco (Bol. 
Soc. Broter. II. 28: 115-116. 1954)* in which Boivin's views were refuted, as well 
as a cryptically titled article by Gleason (who also did not see Franco's later article) 
stating still another but equally erroneous conclusion ("Pedanticism run amuck," 
Rhodora 57 :332-335. 1955). Briefly, Franco states that Abies taxifolia Desf. (1804) 

*) See also Taxon 5 :8. 1956. 
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was valid because reference was made to Pinus picea L. and its accompanying des- 
cription, thus making illegitimate Abies taxifolia Poir. (1805), based on a different 
type. Using the first legitimate epithet (earlier than Rafinesque's mucronata, upheld 
by Gleason), Franco supplied the necessary and correct binomial, Pseudotsuga men- 
ziesii (Mirbel) Franco. 

But much more serious than the correct binomial and the legal details which uphold 
it are the actions, attitudes, and principles exemplified by the resolution presented to 
the "Special Committee on Stabilization" by the Society of American Foresters (Taxon 
5 :18. 1956), and more especially the inflammatory article published earlier by W. 
H. Camp (Taxonomic Index 17 :45-48. 1954), brought in as point of departure for 
the resolution. When first I read Dr. Camp's article, I was left with mixed feelings of 
astonishment and exasperation. Now that an organized group is attempting to exploit 
his name, position, and publication, there seems a real need to speak out against 
what is becoming a headlong flight away from established scientific procedure. 

I take sharp issue with Dr. Camp's remarks on the codification of botanical and 
zoological names for use on machine-sorted cards. An illustrative precedent for such 
action already exists in systems for the classification of library books. Nobody has 
insisted that biologists must fossilize their knowledge into some rigid and unchanging 
scheme for the benefit of librarians and users of libraries. Nobody has issued decrees 
to require taxonomists to grovel hat in hand for permission to use this or that name. 
The classification adopted in the Dewey Decimal System ("Relativ Index"), followed 
by a majority of U.S. libraries, is abominable. It corresponds to no accepted taxo- 
nomic system, but is a grotesque hodge-podge of several. I know of no taxonomist 
who follows it. Neither do I know of any librarian, manufacturer, politician, or 
bureaucrat who has tried to force botanists into accepting it in place of all others, or 
rewrite their Code of Nomenclature to fit it. 

One cannot codify data for a machine unless one first has all the data. We do not 
know everything about even a tiny fraction of the plant kingdom. Improving our pre- 
sent knowledge is a tedious, difficult, and time-consuming process. Let us freely admit 
that we live in an imperfect world and in an imperfect time. But let us not get into a 
psychological stew about it, and above all let us not hand ourselves over self-roped 
and tied to outsiders who have no conception of what taxonomic biology involves or 
of how complex it is. If business men or inventors think they can do some good with 
the kind of machine proposed, they are perfectly free to try it. Doubtless they could 
easily devise something to handle a limited number of economically important species, 
or the common plants of limited areas. Library schemes could be adapted for such 
purposes. But only the very unrealistic would imagine that any such gadget is feasible 
for all or even a major portion of the world's flora. And all the world's flora is what 
codes of nomenclature and taxonomic methods must be able to deal with. Therefore 
let us not have irresponsible demands that we squeeze our science into limits that 
cannot possibly contain it. 

Dr. Camp makes the hyperbolic statement that we "will be forced into the ludi- 
crous position of having to go, hat in hand, to a bureau operated by non-taxonomists 
to ascertain what name should be put on a large number of organisms." What non- 
sense! We go to them? It is they who must come to us, for our knowledge is immea- 
surably greater than theirs, and our field of action is immeasurably larger. By such 
remarks Dr. Camp altogether disqualifies himself as an acceptable spokesman for the 
science he is supposed to represent. One would accept and respect the opinions of a 
man with an established record of exhaustive investigations, both monographic and 
nomenclatural. Dr. Camp is rather noted for his efforts to be stimulating. Perhaps 
he purposely exaggerates in order to produce action. I would prefer to see a more 

44 

This content downloaded from 212.238.90.13 on Sat, 8 Mar 2014 08:04:25 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


considered and penetrating discussion. Reading his machine-code diatribe, one looks 
in vain for any calm assembling and weighing of background facts, any clear state- 
ment of purposes, any fair evaluation of methods. It reminds one of the speech of a 
political rabble-rouser. And its most evident consequence has been the kind sought by 
a ward-heeling politician: an uncritical group has been stampeded into proclaiming 
their support of it. This most emphatically is not science and is not scholarship. 

Both the article and the subsequent resolution seek to reverse completely the esta- 
blished procedure in scientific work. We assemble and organize our knowledge accor- 
ding to methods and rules which have proved themselves impartial and effective. 
Only when we have carried objective possibilities to the limit do we admit expediency 
or considerations from outside the realm of pure science. Dr. Camp proclaims that the 
last and conditional resort must be granted precedence over the rest. This is a perni- 
cious doctrine. With fervor and force I denounce it. Talk of "practical" needs is so 
much window-dressing. There is no excuse for shoving it into the forefront of scien- 
tific work. 

The resolution published in Taxon is not a contribution to science or scholarship. 
It comprises a series of steps in political demagoguery. It begins by alleging (not 
detailing nor proving) an objectionable state of affairs, which in comparison with 
past conditions is certainly highly exaggerated. It bolsters this with inflated referen- 
ces to Dr. Camp and his official connections, an attempt to obtain agreement by a 
show of authoritative backing. Then come two paragraphs artfully attempting to install 
the proposers as blood brothers of the taxonomists. Next comes a "unanimous" en- 
dorsement of a principle (italics theirs) - which cannot possibly be separated from 
practice (italics mine) - that long-unused names be outlawed. There is no indication 
of how we are to separate sheep from goats, or to how much of the plant kingdom 
the "principle" is to be applied, and if not to all, how one agrees on a stopping point. 
Paragraph 5 is a seemingly innocuous suggestion to revive a committee on the nomen- 
clature of economic plants, provided suitable personnel can be obtained (I dismiss for 
the present the question of whether such a committee can legitimately be established, 
regardless of personnel. I believe not. Cultivated plants do offer special problems both 
taxonomic and nomenclatural; economic plants which are wild do not.) Following 
this is an extraordinary paragraph describing two alternatives as if no others were 
possible. It is an affront to be handed so blatant a piece of specious argument. Lastly, 
and in view of the past history of American botany, most astonishingly, comes a bald 
proposal (despite the confused wording that is what is intended) for the special con- 
servation of species names for four American trees, the first hyperbolically described 
as "the most important timber tree in the United States, if not in the world." (Not 
only is the resolution not science, here it is simply chamber-of-commerce advertising.) 
During the disgraceful period (ca. 1885-1930) when the American Code was being 
spread around (much more by political maneuvers than through intrinsic merit), 
names of many of our most common plants, trees as well as others, underwent violent 

changes, often in both parts of the binomials, and this was extended, fantastically, 
even to vernacular names. Among the staunch supporters of the reckless name-juggling 
that went on were the professional foresters, primarily those in the employ of the 
U.S. government. Reading the resolution, one would think that history had never 
transpired. How is it possible, after all that their organizations countenanced and 
even promoted until quite recent times, for the representatives of private and govern- 
mental American foresters to make such a to-do over a mere handful of Latin names? 
It would be amazing even if they presented to us a restrained, reasoned, and percep- 
tive slate of suggestions showing due concern for all phases of plant work. It is 
inexcusable when they present us with a piece of shallow special-pleading. Such a 
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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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