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established natural distribution. A considerable proportion of them are of uncertain 
origin. They may have been found in the wild, or they may have arisen in cultivation, 
by "hybridization, mutation or other processes which tend to establish recognizable 
differences from the parent stocks". Whatever their origin, they are primarily garden 
plants and should be referred to as cultivars. If they have arisen in cultivation only, 
then their status is not in doubt. If seeds from a wild fruit are collected and sown in a 
garden, a distinctive plant arising from them is likely to be singled out, propagated 
and described as a new cultivar. If the same seeds had been left to germinate in the 
wild, their progeny might have been observed by a taxonomist and described as a 
new forma. An example is Taxus baccata L. forma adpressa (Carriere) Beissner. This 
distinctive yew is said to have arisen as a seedling among other yew seedlings in a 
Chester nursery in 1838, or, according to another account, in a bed of thorn seedlings 
ten years earlier. In recent years it has been found growing apparently wild in Eng- 
land. Is it to be regarded as a cultivar or a forma? I feel that the occurrence of a 
chance seedling in the wild, whether 'before or after its introduction into cultivation, 
should be weighed against its establishment as a garden plant, and that it should be 
termed a cultivar. The distinction between even such minor taxa as forma and cultivar 
should not depend on the historical accident of their being found first by a gardener 
or by a botanist. The criterion for distinguishing a forma from a cultivar should be 
not whether it was found in the wild and subsequently brought into cultivation, but 
whether it was established in the wild. It may be difficult to decide whether a plant is 
established in the wild and whether it should be given the rank of forma or that of 
cultivar, but the Code should permit the use of the term cultivar when appropriate for 
plants brought into cultivation from the wild. 

I propose that the following paragraph should be added to Article 28: 

29. "Plants brought into cultivation from the wild which differ from the parent 
stocks in characters significant for the purposes of agriculture, forestry or horti- 
culture, but not of fundamental botanical importance, may receive a fancy or cul- 
tivar epithet". 

ON THE INTERPRETATION OF ARTICLE 24 
OF THE INTERNATIONAL CODE 

Stanwyn G. Shetler (Washington, D.C.) 

One provision of Art. 24, concerning names of infraspecific taxa, states, "The use 
of a binary combination for an infraspecific taxon is not admissible". Together with 
Art. 32, which requires for valid publication that a name be published in proper form, 
this rule would seem to declare invalid any new binomials published for infraspecific 
taxa. Invalid names have no standing (art. 12) and must be treated as nonexistent. 

Accordingly, the Code surely prohibits the use of any new binomial combinations for 

species that were expressly proposed for infraspecific taxa. Indeed, this is the only 

interpretation that would seem to give the above rule of Art. 24 any force or meaning. 
But the examples given for this rule in the Code seem clearly to nullify the rule and to 
contradict its central point. Under "Examples," the following explanatory sentence. 

present only in the latest edition of the Code, is given: "Names published in the form 
of e.g. Andropogon ternatus subsp. A. macrothrix are to be altered to the proper form 
without [italics mine] change of the author's name." As I understand the rule, this 

explanatory sentence and example all but sterilize it. In effect, it seems to say that bino- 
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mials must never be used for infraspecific taxa, but, if an author does use them, all 
subsequent authors are bound to alter them to trinomial form and use them as though 
they were originally proposed that way. In other words, whether or not one obeys this 
rule really doesn't matter as long as he specifies carefully the rank at which he wishes 
his names to be used. Designation of rank would seem to be the only crucial point. 

Apart from the theoretical problem of an apparent contradiction in the Rules, a very 
practical situation concerns me. In 1902, Johanna Witasek published the paper, "Ein 
Beitrag zur Kenntnis der Gattung Campanula," in which she recognized 32 taxa, in- 
cluding several new ones, all designated with binomial names. Throughout her paper 
these taxa were referred to in discussions only with binomials. Repeatedly in the dis- 
cussions, however, she referred to some of these taxa as subspecies and others as 
species. At the end of her concluding section (pp. 98-99) she gave a synopsis of her 
systematic treatment, in which the rank of each taxon is unambiguously (lesignated. 
For example, I reproduce here the synopsis of her "Series A. Vulgares": 

Species I. C. rotundifolia (sensu lat.). 
Subspecies 1. C. rotundifolia L. (emend. Witasek). 
Subspecies 2. C. confertifolia (Reuter) Witasek. 

Subspecies 3. C. pennina Reuter. 
Subspecies 4. C. solstitialis Kerner. 
Subspecies 5. C. inconcessa Schott. 
Subspecies 6. C. racemosa (Krasani Witasek. 
Subspecies 7. C. pinifolia Uechtritz. 
Subspecies 8. C. intercedens Witasek. 
Subspecies 9. C. petiolata De Candolle. 
Subspecies 10. C. dubia De Candolle. 
Subspecies 11. C. Giesekiana Vest. 

Species II. C. Kladniana (schur) Witasek. 

Species III. C. heterodoxa Vest. 

One can readily see here how she used binomial names for two different taxonomic 
ranks. The rank is not in doubt. The names she adopts from other authors were pro- 
posed by those authors as binomials. 

To be sure, her concept of species seems to be that of a collective species, which 
would have no formal nomenclatural rank, while her subspecies seem to be simply nar- 
row species in the sense of most authors. Nomenclaturally, however, her taxonomic 
concepts are not relevant. The rank is clearly specified and discussed. but the names 
for her subspecies are all binomial, in contravention of the Rules as they now stand. 

If one searches the literature for a precedent in attempting to ascertain the status of 
her new names, he finds that both Index Kewensis (1908, Suppl. 3: 33) and the Gray 
Card Index have treated her C. intercedens, described as new from eastern America, 
as a specific combination. Ignoring her designation of rank, they simply followed her 
in form. This is also what most American authors have done. 

The case cited here seems to me exactly analogous to the example given in the Code 
(Art. 24), and, taking the statement there at face value, one would simply alter C. inter- 
cedens Witasek to C. rotundifolia subsp. intercedens Witasek. This would not, as has 
been pointed out, conform with past practice. On the other hand, as I read the Rules, 
C. intercedens Witasek, and all other Witasek combinations proposed for subspecies 
were invalidly published and have no standing. Hence they should not be used either 
for species or subspecies. I am assuming of course that one resolves the conflict in 
Art. 24 in favor of the rule and not the example. 
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In summary, three solutions suggest themselves: 

1) To declare all binomial names invalid that are published for inJraspecific taxa. In 
my opinion, the present Rules, taken in combination, require this. At face value 
this certainly seems to be the intent of the given rule of Art. 24, excluding the 
recently added example. 

2) To ignore the binomial form of such names and accept these names at the rank 
specified by the author, altering them to trinomial form without changing the 
author citation. This clearly is what the example under Art. 24 instructs us to do, 
but I find this example contradicting other pertinent sections of the Rules, including 
the very rule it is supposed to iinun, nte. 

3) To accept the binomial form and treat the name as a specific combination, ignoring 
the rank specified by the author. By-and-large this is what American (and other) 
authors have done in the particular case cited, but surely is wholly inadmissible. 

I gladly invite the opinions of others, who are more accomplished in the interpreta- 
tion of the Code than I, on both the theoretical and practical problems posed here. 

Reference 

WITASEK, JOIIANNA. 1c02 - Ein Beitrag zur Kenntnis der Gattung Campanula. Abhandl. K.K. 
Zool.-Botan. Gcsellschaft Wien 1(3): 1-106. 

Acknowledgements 

I wish to acknowledge the helpful comments offered to me on this question by C. V. Morton 
and L. B. Smith, both of the Smithsonian Institution. 

BARBAREA OR CAMPE? 

Hj. Eichler (Adelaide) 

The well-known name Barbarea of a genus of Brassicaceae with the lectotype species 
Barbarea vulgaris [R.Br.in] Ait.f. (cf. Britton & Brown, I11. Fl. N.U.S. ed 2,2:176.1913) 
is usually attributed to R. Brown, being published by Aiton fil. in Aiton, Hort. Kew. 
ed. 2,4:109.1812. The earlier homonym Barbarea Scop., Fl. Carn. 522.1760, is validly 
published and based on Dentaria bulbifera Linnaeus, Sp. PI. 653.1753, the only species 
cited. This species is accepted as belonging to a genus different from that commonly 
known as Barbarea. 

Though Barbarea Scop. is listed in Index Kewensis, it was apparently overlooked 
even by authors who are known to be particularly meticulous in the application of 
correct names. Thus, Barbarea was accepted as the correct name for the genus com- 
monly understood and attributed to R. Brown, e.g., by Busch in Komarov, Fl. U.R.S.S. 
8:130.1939: Mansfeld, Verz. Farn- u. Bliitenpfl. Deutsch. Reichs 111.1940; Hylander, 
Nomenkl. Syst. Stud. Nord. Gefasspfl. 43.1945; Dandy, List Brit. Vasc. PI. 18.1958: 
Rothmaler. Exk. Fl. 228.1958; Markgraf in Hegi, Ill. Fl. Mitteleuropa ed. 2,4/1: 
166.1960: and Clapham, Tutin & Warburg, Fl. Brit. Isles ed. 2,164.1962. 

Rothnlaler. Exk. Fl. 180.1952, attributed the name Barbarea (in the sense of cus- 
tomary usage to Agosti, De Re Bot. Tract. 98.1770 (n.v.), but this publication is also 
later than that of Scopoli (1760). 
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