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10. Dr. Hugh Falconer, F.R.S. - 1845-1855. 
11. Dr. Thomas Thomson, F.R.S. - 1855-1861. 
12. Dr. Thomas Anderson - 1861-1870. 
13. Mr. C. B. Clarke, F.R.S. - 1869-1871. 
14. Sir George King, F.R.S. - 1871-1897. 
15. Sir David Prain, F.R.S. - 1897-1906. 
16. Lt.-Col. A. T. Gage - 1906-1923. 
17. Sir W. W. Smith, F.R.S., officiated in 1908 during Col. Gage's absence on leave. 
18. Mr. C. C. Calder - 1923-1937. 
19. Dr. J. M. Cowan - 1926-1927, officiated during the leave vacancy of Mr. 

Calder. 
20. Dr. K. Biswas - 1937-1955; officiated - 1931 and 1935. 
21. Dr. D. Chatterjee - 1955-1960. 

ARTICLES 7, 11 AND 63 

R. E. Holttum (Kew) 

In his article entitled "A commentary on superfluous names" (Taxon 11: 116-120) 
Dr. R. Tryon makes the following statement: "It is the principle of priority, not 
Art. 63, that makes superfluous names illegitimate". He then cites several ways in 
which a name may be superfluous because of the principle of priority (Art. 11) and 
proceeds to propose elaborations of Art. 63 to cover such cases. But the cases he 
cites, so far as indicated by the information he supplies, are all covered by Art. 11; 
why then invoke Art. 63? Art. 63 is superfluous, as Furtado long ago pointed out, 
and as I tried once more to indicate in my note in Taxon 10: 33 (1961). 

Dr. Tryon fails to mention a case of the kind which caused me to write the note 
just mentioned. On p. 117 he gives examples where "the type of a name is included 
in the protologue by mention of the name". But if the type in question does not 
agree with the rest of the new protologue (namely the description, illustration, and 
specimens cited) how can it be said that the type is included in the protologue? 
What is included is a name, cited in error, and the circumscription does not include 
the type of that name. I will cite once more the case mentioned in my former note. 

The species Ugena semihastata was described by Cavanilles (Ic. Desc. Pl. 6: 74, 
t. 594. 1801) from a specimen collected in the Philippines; he gave a careful 
description and an excellent illustration. He also cited, without comment, the earlier 
name Ophioglossum flexuosum Linn. (Spec. Plant. 1063. 1753). The brief descriptive 
phrase given by Linnaeus would apply approximately to the specimen described by 
Cavanilles, which is probably the reason why he cited the Linnean name. But the 
descriptive phrase-names given by Linnaeus in Species Plantarum were intended 
only to distinguish the species known to him. As Stearn has remarked, "the difficulty 
with this system ... is that such [phrase-]names had to be continually revised as 
new species came to hand" IIntroduction to Spec. Plant., ed. 1, reprint of 1957, 
p. 87). Thus when the Philippine species of Cavanilles had to be distinguished from 
Ophioglossum flexuosum L., a more extended description of the latter was needed, 
and Cavanilles had not the necessary information to supply it. 

It so happens that 0. flexuosum was based on a specimen from Ceylon in the 
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Hermann herbarium, and this specimen is a sterile frond from an immature plant. 
Beside it in the Hermann herbarium is a fertile frond of the same species; to this 
fertile frond Linnaeus gave the name 0. scandens. This is a situation which can only 
be understood if one knows the species at all its stages of development, something 
impossible for both Linnaeus and Cavanilles. Cavanilles supplied a name, a descrip- 
tion and an illustration of an undoubted new species; how then can his name be 
said to be superfluous? To say it is superfluous is a perversion of Art. 63. If Art. 63 
were abolished, no such perversion would be possible. 

Art. 7, note 4, provides an important qualification of Art. 63, and it is strange 
that Art. 63 contains no reference to this qualification (neither is Art. 7 mentioned 
in the Index under Superfluous names). The second sentence of Art. 7, note 4, is 
as follows: "A name or epithet which was nomenclaturally superfluous when published 
(see Art. 63) is automatically typified by the type of the name or epithet which 
ought to have been adopted under the rules, unless the author of a superfluous name 
or epithet has indicated a definite type". So that even if Dr. Tryon regards the 
name Ugena semihastata Cav. as superfluous, it must be typified by the specimen 
mentioned by Cavanilles; then Ugena semihastata becomes a new species, being 
distinct from the older one cited in synonymy, and so after all it is not superfluous. 
This indicates the kind of confusion of thought engendered by Art. 63. 

COMMENTS ON "A PROPOSAL ON THE TRANSLITERATION 
OF SLAVONIC AUTHORS' NAMES" 

J. F. Rigby and S. Dobrianskyj (Shortland, N.S.W., Australia) 

While we are in complete agreement with the need for uniformity in the trans- 
literation of authors' names from the Cyrillic to the Latin alphabet, we consider that 
the proposal of KOTLABA and POUZAR (1962) contains one unfortunate feature. 

They proposed the use of the Hussite diacritics of the Czech alphabet. In their third 
paragraph they say that it is a lesser error "if the diacritical marks are omitted than 
when the names of authors become disfigured monstrosities by the addition of 
letters used to produce a phonetic equivalent of the name". We disagree with this as 
it should be possible to transliterate back to the Cyrillic from the Latin script when 
necessary. If the diacritical mark is an essential part of the transliteration of the 
Cyrillic letter, then its omission amounts to a mis-spelling of the word, even if it 
cannot be reproduced on the typewriter or in the printing house. The only way to 
avoid this is to use a transliteration that avoids the use of diacritical marks altogether 
such as the British standard. 

If a scientist were to read a work in which an author's name appeared against a 
taxon, and his name were a transliteration, then, unless the author were known to 
the reader, the reader would have to transliterate the author's name back to Cyrillic 
before undertaking a bibliographical search. If even one diacritical mark had been 
omitted, then the reader may be involved in a waste of much time before he realized 
what had happened. An example KOTLABA and POUZAR give of a transliteration into 
Czech is of lUIlmKIHH as !ilkin. If the diacritical marks were omitted, this would 
become Siskin. A scientist wanting to check this reference in a bibliography would 
involve himself in a fruitless search as he would transliterate it back into Cyrillic as 
CIICKIH. 

If a Slavonic language written in the Latin script were to be used, it would appear 
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