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FEBRUARY 1961 

^ 
TAXONVOL X No. 2 

Official News Bulletin of the International Association for Plant Taxonomy. Edited and Published for I.A.P.T. 

by the International Bureau for Plant Taxonomy and Nomenclature. 106 Lange Nieuwstraat. Utrecht. Netherlands 

SUPERFLUOUS NON-SENSE 

R. E. Holttum (Kew) 

This is a note in support of Dr. C. X. Furtado's paper in Taxon IX (1960) 147-150, 
in which he contends that the rule about superfluous names (art. 64-1) is itself super- 
fluous. If every name is typified, as it must be if it is to be unambiguous, then the 
rule of priority alone is sufficient to decide the cases in which the "superfluous name" 
rule is invoked; and, as Furtado points out, a number of well-known and long-used 
names, which under art. 64-1 have been regarded as unusable, could be used. Furtado 
cites some interesting cases at the foot of p. 147 and in the two following paragraphs; 
I hope supporters of the rule will ponder these cases. 

I am concerned in this matter because I was recently a party to a change of name 
due to the application of art. 64-1 (Reinwardtia 5: 16. 1959). The change in question 
seemed to me at the time quite absurd, and I regret that I did not then make a 

protest. It concerned Ugena semihastata Cav., which was published with the citation 
of Ophioglossum flexuosum L. as a synonym. In fact, there is no doubt that Cavanilles 
was describing a new species, clearly characterized by his excellent figure and 
certainly distinct from the species of Linnaeus. The epithet semihastatum was trans- 
ferred by Desvaux to Lygodium, and thereafter used for the Philippine species 
concerned by all authors; the alternative name, Hydroglossum auriculatum Willd. 
(1810) was never transferred to Lygodium, nor ever in current use, but in 1959, 
because of art. 64-1, I was considered to be obliged to upset the practice of 150 years, 
notwithstanding the fact that Cavanilles' name was not superfluous when published. 
This is not science; it is superfluous nonsense. It is the kind of thing which brings 
taxonomy into disrepute, and which reasonably occasions the clamour for nomina 
specifica conservanda. 

If a new name, published with a description, is accompanied by citation of earlier 
names as synonyms, it ought to be possible (taking into consideration the description, 
any illustration, and specimens cited) to decide whether the new name is in fact a 

synonym of the older one. If this is not possible, either the older or the newer name 
is not well established, and should be disregarded as a nomen dubium. If all the 
names concerned are clearly typified, and taxonomic judgement regards them as 
conspecific, the rule of priority can decide which name is to be used. There are 
however cases where, owing to the necessity of transferring the earliest epithet to 
another genus, it becomes unusable; the later epithet, now outlawed by art. 64-1, 
could then be used. The alternative is to look for the next name given to the species 
by someone who did not know it to be already named; who in fact knew less about 
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the subject than the earlier author. The case of Polystachya luteola (Sw.) Hook., 
discussed by Summerhayes and Bullock in the article immediately following that 
of Furtado, provides an example. 

When establishing the genus Polystachya, Hooker made tne combination Polystachya 
luteola, based on Cranichis luteola Sw. (1806), and (following Swartz) cited as 
synonym Epidendrum minutum Aublet (1775). Furthermore, Swartz had also pub- 
lished another name, Dendrobium polystachyon (1800), with citation of Epidendrum 
minutum as synonym. According to Summerhayes and Bullock, current taxonomic 
judgement confirms that all these names are synonymous. According to the rule of 
priority, the correct specific epithet for the species is thus minuta, and the genus 
which today is considered appropriate is Polystachya. The combination Polystachya 
minuta (Sw.) was however not made until 1903, and in the meantime this binomial 
had been used for another species. Another name was therefore necessary. The next 
epithet in order of priority, polystachyon, gives a tautonym when combined with 
Polystachya, and is therefore unusable. Thus we come again to Polystachya luteola, 
and this is rejected under art. 64-1. The next available name, considered to be the 
correct one by Summerhayes and Bullock, is Polystachya extinctoria Rchb. f. (1863). 
Reichenbach published this name with citation of Cranichis luteola Sw., with a query 
(and no comment), as a synonym. Thus we have to pass over. Hooker's name, which 
he gave with the knowledge that an earlier name was available, and use Reichenbach's 
name, which he gave without that knowledge. This does not seem a very good reason 
for preferring Reichenbach. The rational solution would seem to be to use Hooker's 
name, thereby saving a great deal of trouble for all concerned. 

So far as I can see, the sole use of art. 64-1 is to avoid the necessity of making a 
taxonomic judgement in troublesome cases. That such cases exist, I have no doubt; 
but surely some other method of dealing with them is possible, in place of the 
wholesale method of the present rule, which outlaws good names with bad and has 
been responsible for quite needless changes of names. 

EVOLUTION OF THE PROPOSALS 
OF TAXONOMICAL CATEGORIES FOR THE CLASSIFICATION 

OF CULTIVATED PLANTS 

Vaclav Jiraisek (Prague)* 

In a short time it will be just a hundred years since the first proposal appeared 
in the botanical world to designate the plants which originated in cultivation in other 
ways than those used for the wild ones. This proposal was contained in the letter 
of the French botanist Alphonse De Candolle (the son) of 1862; it was read at the 
International Horticultural Congress (further only IHC) of Brussels in 1864 (compare 
Bull. Congres Int. Hort. Bruxelles 1864, p. 170. Gand 1864). De Candolle suggested 
that for the horticultural varieties (sorts) and crosses it should be obligatory to use 
exclusively the non-Latin, "fancy" names, i.e. so called vernacular or fashionable 
names derived from a modern language - now also commercial names, pleasing 
names with a commercially attractive form- so that the names of cultivated plants 
differ markedly from the Latin scientific names of species and varieties included in 

systematic botany, thus avoiding mistakes, confusions, and indistinctnesses. 

*) Botanical Garden of the Charles University, Benatska 2, Praha 2, CSSR. 
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