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REMARKS ON SUPERFLUOUS NAMES 
AND LATER HOMONYMS 

F. R. Fosberg (Falls Church, Va.) 

In his article on Superfluous names and later homonyms (Taxon 9: 147-150. 1960) 
Furtado makes a number of suggestions, two of which I would like to discuss. 

He suggests that the rule that names are illegitimate if they were superfluous 
when published (Paris Code Art. 64(1)) be deleted from the Code. He points out 
cases in which the application of this rule has resulted in inconvenience, many of 
which are, of course, known to all of us. He uses as an argument for changing 
the Code by deletion of this rule the fact that two prominent botanists, Ross and 
Van Steenis, have chosen to disregard the rule in particular cases. A person with 
Furtado's familiarity with nomenclature should, I think, realize that there are few 
of the rules in the Code that one or another prominent botanist has not sometime 
broken or disregarded. A logical end to this line of argument would be no code 
at all. 

Some years ago (Taxon 2: 89. 1953) I suggested that few taxonomists realized 
the full implication of this rule, and that it might be well before the Paris Congress 
to consider its deletion or revision. I suggested that "If it were considered that less 
future changes would result from abandoning this Rule, the matter should, at least, 
be discussed." I did not put forward a proposal to delete the provision for the 
good reason that I did not, and do not, know the answer to this question. 

There seems no doubt that it would have been a good idea to delete this provision 
from the Vienna Code along with such other anomalies as the tautonym rule, just 
as it would have been better to retain the "Kew Rule". However, these provisions 
have been accepted and applied by botanists for over fifty years in determining the 
correct names of plants. The question of retaining these features in the Code seems 
now at the point where it is no longer appropriate to decide it on the basis of 
ponderous legalistic arguments. The only tenable reason for making changes of this 
sort now would be that to retain the features as they are would clearly result in 
a substantially greater number of inconvenient name changes than would be caused 
by changing them. To nullify the conscientious decisions of hundreds of botanists 
made during the entire period that the International Rules have been widely 
accepted would deal a blow to general confidence in the Code that would need a 
great deal of justification. The fact that three congresses have met since Furtado 
first suggested deletion of this rule, and two congresses since I suggested that the 
matter should receive careful consideration, without any serious attempt to estimate 
the consequences of such a change suggests that in most people's opinion the change 
is undesirable. I am inclined now to agree. 

The other point in Furtado's article that I would like to comment on is his 
remarkable interpretation of the homonym rule. He correctly points out that, as the 
rule is now worded, identical names based on the same type are not considered 
homonyms. He cites my substitution of the name Serianthes dilmyi Fosb. (1959) 
for Serianthes grandiflora Benth. (1844) which was superflous when published 
because Bentham included in his circumscription the legitimate and available name 
Acacia myriadenia Bert. He argues that although S. grandiflora Benth. (1844) was 
for this reason illegitimate, S. grandiflora Benth. (1846) is available and not a 
later homonym, because it was based on the same type. Bentham had removed 
Acacia myriadenia from the circumscription of his S. grandiflora. He is certainly 
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right that the type is the same, but he apparently fails to realize that these are 
not two names, but one and the same name, only the circumscription having changed. 
If these are accepted as two names I see no obvious reason for stopping short of 

accepting every separate use of every name as a new name, which is, of course, 
an absurdity. The fact that I read his paragraph over twice before I saw the 
unsoundness of his argument points up, to me at least, the dangers inherent in well 
constructed logic based on wrong assumptions. The fact that Sprague, Rehder, and 
Hubbard indulged in the same kind of fallacious reasoning does not at all affect 

my conclusion that misidentifications by later authors, or changes in circum- 

scription even by the same author, may not today be treated as new names. Of 
course in the past this was frequently done, and such usages seem best treated as 
later homonyms if they were not ascribed to the original authors. This is no excuse 
for our continuing to create such homonyms now, however. 

In his next paragraph Furtado seems to sense the unsoundness of his previous 
argument and suggests clarification of the homonym rule in the Code. This may be 
desirable, but he is not explicit as to what is needed. His following paragraph I must 
confess I fail completely to comprehend. His reference farther on to my regarding 
Brugmansia candida Pers. as validly published seems based on a complete mis- 

apprehension. I did not say that Persoon's name had been validated by reference 
to a misinterpretation of Datura arborea L. I said it had been validated by reference 
to the previously and effectively published description of the plant under another 
name, which is precisely what Article 32 calls for. 

As to whether or not B. candida is superfluous, this rests on whether Datura 
arborea R. & P. is regarded as the same as D. arborea L. If Persoon had cited it 
as Datura arborea L. sensu R. & P. there would be no question. D. candida would 
not be superfluous. If he had cited Datura arborea L. it be superfluous. I quite 
realize that in such cases it is frequently assumed by later workers that the author 
was merely citing a usage of an earlier name, even though he ascribed it to other 
than its original author. However, much less confusion results when what an author 

actually said is followed, rather than what we assume he must have meant. Here it 
is clear that most modern authors in Persoon's place would have said D. arborea L. 
sensu R. & P. It is not so clear what a man in Persoon's time would have meant. 
Almost down to the present in the literature one finds such forms as Datura arborea 
R. & P. non L. How are we certain that when this usage is followed the author does 
not regard Ruiz and Pavon as having created a new name. Accepting what a man 
said, rather than what we think he meant or should have said, will go farther toward 

unambiguous usage than making assumptions. 
Unless we assume that Persoon was citing Linnaeus' Datura arborea the case of 

D. candida is not the same as those of Serianthes grandiflora or Moringa oleifera. 
In any event, the Datura case is a borderline one, and although it is hard to be 

positive about such, I accepted the name as legitimate to avoid a change. 
It seems a great pity that where an undesirable practice has been incorporated 

in the rules we cannot simply change it and wipe the slate clean, starting afresh. 
This we cannot do, however, without accepting the consequences, which are 

frequently unpalatable. We may, in the process of avoiding certain future difficulties 
cause many decisions of the past to be wrong. The unexpected changes in familiar 
names accepted under a rule in the past may be far more inconvenient than the 
future difficulties that a change is designed to avoid. 

244 

This content downloaded from 212.238.114.212 on Sat, 15 Mar 2014 10:18:01 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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

	Article Contents
	p.243
	p.244

	Issue Table of Contents
	Taxon, Vol. 9, No. 8 (Oct. - Nov., 1960), pp. 225-260
	Designating Hybrid Forest Trees [pp.225-231]
	Article 59 [pp.231-241]
	Das Problem der Nomenklatur chemischer Taxa [pp.241-242]
	Remarks on Superfluous Names and Later Homonyms [pp.243-244]
	Systematics Association Committee for Descriptive Terminology [pp.245-257]
	News and Notes
	Amendments Constitution I.A.P.T. [p.258]
	Xerox Certainly Does Not Constitute Effective Publication [pp.258-259]
	The American Society of Plant Taxonomists [p.259]
	Establishment of a Card File on Current, Active, Taxonomic Research Projects [pp.259-260]




