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generic to generic level is definitive in Art. 41. The latter seems to indicate either that 
Art. 41 ought to be omitted as a mere extension of Art. 32, or else that the descriptive 
requirement at generic level is of a quality different from that in other ranges of the 
categoric hierarchy. 

The resolution of this confused situation is probably a task which should be under- 
taken by the General Committee. It may be desirable to modify the Code in all relevant 
places to ensure that references to earlier descriptions may be accepted for the validation 
of new names only where the taxon remains in the same rank or is downgraded (genus 
to subgenus, etc., species to subspecies, etc.); not where it is upgraded, when a new 
description should be supplied. To accept the description of a forma which may be no 
more than "flores albi", as sufficient to validate the name of the same taxon at specific 
level, makes the general requirement of a description scarcely worth while. 

TWO EXAMPLES OF THE APPLICATION OF ART. 73 
A. A. Bullock (Kew) 

Lagenophora or Lagenifera? 
It is often difficult to determine in what 

circumstances the dictum of Art. 73, - "The 
original spelling of a name or epithet must be 
retained . . .", ought to be strictly applied and 
when its modifying phrase, "... except for the 
correction of typographic or orthographic er- 
rors," ought to be given full weight. The 
problem is even more difficult when the dif- 
ferences in spelling of the same generic name 
are due only to direct derivation from roman- 
ized Greek on the one hand and the Latin 
form of the same Greek word(s) on the other. 
In any event, restoration of the original spelling, 
or adoption by conservation or otherwise of 
the later spelling, might involve the manufac- 
ture of new combinations. 

When such differences are attributable to 
different authors, restoration of the original 
spelling appears to be imperative, whilst the 
two forms applied to different genera by the 
same or different authors would not constitute 
a case of homonymy. Use by the same author 
of two such forms for the same genus, how- 
ever, produces a case to some extent com- 
parable with that explicitly provided for in 
Art. 74, - "When the spelling of a generic 
name differs in Linnaeus' Species Plantarum 
ed. I and Genera Plantarum ed. 5, the correct 
spelling is determined by the following regu- 
lations..." Preponderance of subsequent use 
by Linnaeus, or by later authors provided that 
a choice is not dictated by greater philological 
exactness, is the determining factor. It seems 
reasonable to adopt a similar principle for 
other authors, or to retain their preferred or- 
thographies by conservation. 

Cassini in 1815 gave preliminary notice of 
his intention to describe several new genera 
of the family Compositae ("Synantherae"), 

giving at the same time sufficient diagnostic 
detail to validate publication of their names. 
In particular, "Lagenifera", including Calen- 
dula magellanica Willd. and Bellis stipitata 
Labill., was named and validly published. Cas- 
sini did not at this time') or on any subsequent 
occasion publish a binomial under "Lagenifera" 
and it is significant that no subsequent author 
has ever adopted the original spelling of this 
name. In 1818, in the work foreshadowed in 
1815, Cassini published the revised spelling 
"Lagenophora" and thenceforward used it con- 
sistently, as have all other authors, including 
De Candolle, Hooker, Bentham and Dalla 
Torre and Harms. The change was in all 
probability made on account of the Greek- 
Latin nature of the earlier form. 

In these circumstances it seems reasonable 
to propose conservation of the spelling Lageno- 
phora, if only to preserve long established usage 
and to avoid any necessity to make up to about 
thirty new combinations of no taxonomic sig- 
nificance. 

(182) Lagenophora Cassini, Bull. Soc. Philom. 
1818: 34. 1818 (Compositae), nom. conserv. 
prop., vs. Lagenifera Cassini, Bull. Soc. Philom. 
1815: 199. 1815 (Compositae), nom. rejic. 
prop. 
Lectotypus nom. gen. Lagenophora stipitata 
(Labill.) Druce, Rep. Bot. Exch. Club Brit. 
Isles 1916: 630 (1917). - Bellis stipitata Labill. 
P1. Nov. Holl. 2: 55. t. 105 (1806). - Lageno- 
phora billardieri Cassini, Dict. Sc. Nat. 25: 
111 (1822), nom. illegit. 

1) "Lagenifera magellanica Cassini", in In- 
dex Kewensis is an error; the combination has 
never been published. The correct name of 
this species appears to be Lagenophora nudi- 
caulis (Lam.) P. Dusen. 
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Thylachium, Thilachium or 
the original spelling? 

Art. 73, calling for the retention of the 
original spelling of names and epithets, is 
limited in its application by the addition of the 
phrase "except for the correction of typo- 
graphic or orthographic errors". The origin of 
the rule is in the Paris code of 1867 and in 
the Critica Botanica of Linnaeus when it would 
have been, perhaps, undignified to have re- 
ferred also to errors of scholarship. 

Neverthe-" less, many authors have consistently corrected 
orthographies which they considered to be er- 
roneous and some of these have claimed gene- 
ral approval. Many such corrections are in- 
cluded in the list of nomina conservanda as 
conserved (or preferred) orthographies and it 
is here proposed that the name Thylachiumr 
Lour. (1790), corr. DC. (1824) be added to the 
list in preference to Thylaciumn Lour. (1790), 
corr. Sprengel (1818), on account of an almost 
universal usage extending over more than a 
century, and in spite of the admitted ortho- 
graphic accuracy of the latter form.' 

Loureiro (1790), adopted the spelling Thi- 
lachium in his generic heading; f6i the single 
species this became Thilakium; he returned to 
the former spelling in his index. He gave the 
derivation of the name as follows: "Nowm. 
(OvXaKLOV folliculus) a calyce floris folliculari". 
It is thus clear that both of his latinizations are 
incorrect and that Sprengel's correction is more 
accurate than that of De Candolle. 

In the great general works following the first 
volume of the Prodromus, Endlioher (1839), 
J. D. Hooker (1862), Oliver (1868) and Pax 
(1891), all adopted De Candolle's correction 
and they have been followed in this century 
by E. G. Baker (1911), Eyles (1916), Merrill 
(1935), Brenan (1949), Topham (1952), Milne- 
Redhead (1953) and Dale and Greenway 
(1961). Of adherents to Sprengel's more ac- 
curate spelling Lindley (1846 and earlier) ap- 
pears to be the only author of note during 
the nineteenth century, whilst Jussieu (1808) 
seems to be the only author who retained the 
original grossly erroneous spelling. 

Wild's (1960) adoption of Sprengel's cor- 
rection perhaps induced DeWolf (1961) to in- 
vestigate the spelling of this name, and he ad- 
vocated a return to Loureiro's original spelling. 
In view of Loureiro's indecision as to the use 
of "ch" or "k", however, it is not easy to see 
why he preferred Thilachiumn instead of 7Thi- 
lakium. The important error is not "ch" or "kV 
instead of "c", but "Thi" instead of "Thy". 
In spite of such errors, there remains, cctelis 
paribus, a goodl argument for the retention of 

original arbitrary and incorrect spellings of 
generic names even when the origin of the 
name concerned is stated or obvious. The 
generic name Viridivia J. H. Hemsley & Verd- 
court, for example, is a punning Latin deriva- 
tion from the name of the celebrated Dr. P. J. 
Greenway. For Thylachium, however, the 
ceteris paribus has been destroyed by more 
than a century's universal usage of a preferred 
orthography and in spite of its error ("ch" in- 
stead of "c"), no good purpose is served by 
changing it now. 

Much more important than strict accuracy 
is the preservation of common usage. Many 
names in common use are grammatically or 
philologically incorrect and it is not suggested 
that the spelling of such names should be 
changed. On the other hand, corrections that 
have been sanctioned by long usage should not 
be discarded in pursuit of a slavish adherence 
to the first phrase of Art. 73; it is much more 
convenient to conserve the preferred ortho- 
graphy even if there are objections to it on 
philological or other grounds. It is proposed, 
therefore, that Thylachium Lour. corr. DC. be 
placed on the list of nomina conservanda and 
that Thilachium Lour., Thilakium Lour. and 
Thylacium Lour. corr. Sprengel be rejected. 
The accuracy of treatment of this name by Wild 
is not denied; this is a question of expediency. 

(183) 3113. Thylachium Lour. Fl. Cochinch. 
(1790), corr. A.P. DC. Prodr. 1: (1824) ("Thi- 

lachiunm", "Thilakiunt") T.: T. africanum Lour. 
nom. cons. prop. 

Thilachiumn Lour. 1.c. - Thilakium Lour. 
1.c - Thylacium Lour. 1.c. corr. Sprengel, 
Anleit. ed. 2. 2: 776 (1818), nom. rej. prop. 
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TAXONOMIC LITERATURE 
FLORA OF TURKEY 

DAVIS, P. H. - Flora of Turkey and the East 
Aegean Islands. Edited by P. H. DAVIS, assisted 
by J. CULLEN and M. J. E. COODE, University 
of Edinburgh. Volume one, Edinburgh [23 Sep- 
tember 1965] at the University Press; 567 
pages, 20 full-page line illustrations, 30 distri- 
bution maps. Price ? 8.8.- net. 

The Turkish flora was covered by Boissier's 
Flora orientalis but apart from this, now of 
course outdated, account no Flora of Turkey 
has as yet been attempted. This state of affairs 
may seem surprising for a country situated in 
the region of the birth of western civilisation 
and close to the main centres of scientific re- 
search. The primary reason must be found in 
Turkey itself: Turkey of the modern era started 
its scientific development only at a very late 
date, and practically no plant taxonomic work 
or collecting on any scale was done by the 
Turks themselves before 1920. The Ottoman 
empire with its turbulent history was military- 
feudal rather than scientifically minded. Even 
the plant-exploration in Turkey by foreign 
botanists was always on a very modest scale, 
no doubt because of the great difficulties of 
gaining admittance. The most renowned bo- 
tanical traveller in Turkey in modern 'times 
was Tournefort in 1701 and 1702. Thie plants 
collected by him in Turkey are still in his 
herbarium at Paris and his posthumously 
published Voyage du Levant is still eminently 
readable. Tournefort published very little on 
his Turkish plants, mainly in his Corollarium. 
Several later botanists (e.g. Labillardibre) 
published further new species or genera from 
Tournefort's Turkish collection, but on the 
whole the material remained unworked. 

It was not until the nineteenth century was 
well advanced that plant-collecting on any 
scale started, e.g. by Balansa, Bornmiiller, 
Handel-Mazzetti, Haussknecht, Sintenis and, 

above all Boissier. The latter's main importance 
for the knowledge of the Turkish flora lies of 
course in the fact that he combined a good 
field knowledge - so far as possible at his 
time - with the ability to produce a flora 
covering the area. The inaccessibility of Turkey 
is well illustrated by these few names. There 
were of course other collectors as well, but on 
the whole Turkey remained botanically un- 
known for a much longer time than regions 
further away from the great centres of scien- 
tific research like, for instance India, Java or 
Australia. 

Land travelling in Turkey was difficult and 
risky: but in this respect the country was not 
exceptional. The botanical exploration of the 
interior of the great continents lagged con- 
siderably behind that of the regions that could 
easily be reached by ship. The Turkish coast- 
line, however, remained equally little known 
botanically because of the strict limitations to 
foreign travel imposed by the Ottoman rulers. 

It is not only for these reasons that Davis' 
Flora of Tuirkey must be welcomed as an im- 
portant event. For. a long time it has been 
known that Turkey is the cradle of many of 
the commonly cultivated foodplants of the 
West. Vavilov included Turkey in his main 
regions of "varietal diversity" and more recent- 
ly it has' become clear that Turkey is among 
the most important regions that can be re- 
garded as gene-pools of cultivated and semi- 
cultivated plants. The isolation referred to a- 
bove was at the same time one of the major 
factors in retaining great varietal diversity 
through topographical as well as cultural isola- 
tion. Erna Bennett has very appropriately 
pointed out in a recent review of plant in- 
troduction and genetic conservation (Scottish 
Plant Breeding Record 1965) how important 
such gene-pools are for the future of agricul- 
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