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ON CITING THE NAMES OF PUBLISHING AUTHORS 
Edward G. Voss (Ann Arbor, Mich.) 

Article 46, on the citation of authors' names, has said essentially the same thing 
throughout the history of the Code. Its main point has never been substantially altered, 
and hence one would assume that it has been repeatedly accepted, at least in theory, 
by botanists. However, certain auxiliary points (now in the status of recommendations) 
have been so misinterpreted that, in practice, whether the article itself is followed seems 
often to have been a matter of mere preference. I hope that the following remarks will 
help to clarify the often unconscious discrepancy between theory and practice, to urge 
a more consistent adherence to Article 46, and to provide a basis for discussion on 
what the article really says (rather than on misunderstandings of it). 

Failure to follow Article 46 by not always citing a publishing author and confusion 
over the use of in and ex have led to errors in citation and to bibliographic com- 
plications of a sort which the Article is evidently designed to prevent. A particularly 
clearcut illustration will help to open the discussion: 

A few years ago, while preparing a treatment of the local species of Juncus, I found 
it necessary to consider the plant referred to in current manuals as J. balticus Willd. 
var. littoralis Engelm. f. dissitiflorus Engelm. Since Engelmann's monograph of the 

genus (Trans. Acad. St. Louis 2: 424-498. 1868) lay before me at the time, I con- 

fidently turned directly to it in search of the original publication of the epithet dis- 
sitiflorus. No evidence of this epithet was to be found therein, so on the assumption 
that Engelmann must have published it elsewhere I consulted the Gray Index. (The 
form in question was, fortunately, one from the Western Hemisphere and should there- 
fore be in that index even if not in the Index Kewensis.) From the Gray Index I was 
astonished to learn that f. dissitiflorus was published, not by Engelmann, but by 
Fernald and Wiegand in Rhodora in 1923 - 39 years after the death of the author 
whose herbarium name they validated. 

This personal experience emphasized to me anew the wisdom and importance of 
Art. 46, and the frequency with which it is knowingly or unknowingly violated. Having 
survived the latest Botanical Congress, that article still reads, pending minor improve- 
ments by the editorial committee: ,,For the indication of the name of a taxon to be 
accurate and complete, and in order that the date may be readily verified, it is necessary 
to cite the name of the author who first validly published the name concerned . . . 

If we concur with the general import of Gleason's pungent remarks,1 we recognize 
that, strictly speaking, citation of authors is not necessary for a name to be ,,accurate 
and complete" (as names are defined in Articles 18-24); and that, especially in recent 
diversified botanical literature, there are weaknesses in the bibliographic aid tendered 

by author citations. Nevertheless, not all of us have at all times ready access to the 
Index Kewensis and the Gray Index, nor can we always avoid dealing with infra- 

specific taxa of the Old World, which are indexed in neither. There is, indeed, some 

1) H. A. Gleason, "On Authors' Citations in Plant Names," Rhodora 58: 88-93. 1956. 
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merit yet in the prime reason stated in the Code for citation of authors: ,,in order that 
the date may be readily verified" - i. e., in order that one may look up the original 
publication for himself. (Gleason also points out the very considerable importance 
of author citations in distinguishing homonyms.) In the example cited above, had 
f. dissitiflorus been attributed to Fernald and Wiegand, one might immediately suspect 
that publication of the epithet be sought in a 20th century volume of Rhodora rather 
than a 19th century monograph by Engelmann. 

Gleason's ultimate suggestion has a great deal of sense: that in routine work, we 
omit author citations and merely refer to a standard manual from which names have 
been taken, as is frequent practice in, e. g., ecological publications. For if one does 
include authors' names, he usually copies them from a manual without personally 
verifying that they are correct. (If one were to attempt to verify the author citations, 
as I have done in several hundred instances, given in Gray's Manual or Gleason's 
Illustrated Flora, he is likely to be horrified at the distressingly large number of names 
attributed to authors who did not validly publish them in accordance with the Code.) 

The problem here is related to the recommendation, currently numbered 46C and 
reading as follows: ,,When a name has been proposed but not validly published by one 
author and is subsequently validly published and ascribed to him by another author, 
the name of the former author followed by the connecting word ex may be inserted 
before the name of the publishing author... If it is desirable or necessary to ab- 
breviate such a citation, the name of the publishing author, being the more important, 
should be retained." The second sentence here quoted is actually unnecessary, for 
Article 46 itself has already stated that "it is necessary" to cite the publishing author. 
Recommendation 46C only states that a non-publishing author "may be" cited in 
addition. 

Reaction to Recommendation 46C varies. In proposing deletion, as confusing, of the 
recommendation (then 46A) and the related 46E (then 50D), Vassilkov (Taxon 9: 
265. 1960) clearly pointed out that these recommendations merely ,,permit the inser- 
tion" of the name of another than the publishing author. In no way is the requirement 
to cite the publishing author altered. On the other hand, Boivin (Canad. Field-Nat. 63: 
71. 1949) proposed that the statement (then included as part of Article 48) be reversed 
(and thus provide an exception or contradiction to Art. 46) to read: ,,If it is desirable 
or necessary to abbreviate such a citation, the name of the original author must be 
retained ..". 

In practice, many botanists have been (perhaps unconsciously) rather inconsistent 
in choosing to cite publishing or non-publishing author. The problem seems to revolve 
around two basic poles of thought regarding the significance of authors' names. The 
one which I here hold to be in accord with the Code (,,in order that the date may be 
readily verified") is that authors' names are cited solely (or primarily) as a biblio- 
graphic aid related to the requirement that names be validly published (and thus as- 
sociated with dates). The other thought is that author citations convey important 
historical information or give credit to a particular author. In this connection it is 
worth stressing the statement of Fosberg (Reg. Veg. 20: 82. 1960) ,,that it would be 
very regrettable to introduce the idea of 'credit' for a name into the Code. We have 
avoided it so far and should continue to do so." Shinners (Rhodora 56: 31. 1954) states 
that ,,if... author citations are retained because it is useful to have some indication 
about the origins of names," then it may be desirable to condense some citations to the 
name of the non-publishing author. However, indication of the origins of names (in a 
historical sense, other than validity of publication) is not stated in the Code as the 
reason for author citations. The only names which have standing, as defined in the 
legal system which is the Code, are those which are validly published and therefore at 
the time of publication associated with a particular author (or authors) and date. 
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I am told by a correspondent that this ,,offensive new regulation about citing 
publishing author instead of original author" entered the Code only because of certain 
editorial irregularities following the Cambridge Congress of 1930, and thus that we 
are not under moral obligation to follow it. In which case, I maintain, we would still 
be left with the unadulterated Article 46, which requires citation of the ,,author who 
first validly published the name." Regardless of the standing of the old Art. 48 (now 
recommendations attached to Art. 46), the requirement to cite publishing authors has 
been with us as long as we have had international codes, or rules, or laws of nomen- 
clature.2 The only option is that we are permitted to add, in appropriate situations, the 
name of a non-publishing author. 

De Candolle's original Art. 48 of the ,,Lois"3 proposed to the 1867 Paris Congress 
read as follows: ,,Pour etre exact et complet dans l'indication du nom ou des noms 
d'un groupe quelconque, il faut citer l'auteur qui a publie le premier le nom ou la 
combinaison de noms dont il s'agit." This fundamental principle, in almost exactly the 
same words, remains with us to this day. De Candolle continued, in his Art. 50: ,,Les 
noms publi6s d'apres un document in6dit, tel qu'un herbier, une collection non distri- 
buee, etc., sont pr6cises par l'addition du nom de l'auteur qui publie, malgr6 l'indica- 
tion contraire qu'il a pu donner . .." Thus we have, from the beginning, a clear state- 
ment of the importance of the publishing author ,,in spite of the contrary indication 
which he has been able to give." (De Candolle went on to suggest that in an expanded 
text, the name of the publishing author be followed by ex and the non-published source. 

Perhaps this logical sequence, the reverse of that now allowed, is the basis for some 
of the confusion regarding condensed citations.) 

The Vienna Congress of 1905 inserted into De Candolle's Art. 48 (then becoming 
Art. 40) the reason for citation: ,,pour qu'on puisse ais6ment constater leur date". A 

major change in 1905 in De Candolle's Art. 50 (then becoming Art. 42) was reversal 
of the sequence around ex, the publishing author now following ex. No allowance was 
made for condensing such a citation. However, following the Cambridge Congress of 
1930, the Rules included (under Art. 48) the new statement: ,,If it is desirable or 

necessary to abbreviate such a citation, the name of the publishing author, being the 
more important, must be retained." It is not necessary here to cite the various proposals 
for alteration or reversal of this statement. Suffice it to say that, no matter how irregu- 
lar its first appearance may have been, the statement survived subsequent Congresses 
unscathed and remains in the present Code. The wisdom of citing at least the publishing 
author in all cases has, in theory, been repeatedly confirmed by botanists. 

Up to this point I have been discussing only new names (or epithets) proposed by 
one author but validly published by another. The chief (though of course not the only) 
requirement for valid publication of a name is that it be accompanied ,,by a descrip- 
tion of the taxon or by a reference (direct or indirect) to a previously and effectively 
published description of it." (Art. 32) Recommendation 46D states that when a name 
with description supplied by one author is published in the work of another, the 
obvious word in connects the names of the two authors. ,,In such cases the name of the 
author who supplied the description is the most important and should be retained 
when it is desirable to abbreviate such a citation." It took many years to bring this 
Recommendation to its present state of clarity. But it now seems clear that an im- 

portant basic principle, that of Article 46 itself, governs the condensation of author 
citations involving in and ex: In either case, the more important author, the one 

2) The "American Code" simply stated: "An author-citation following a name refers to the 
author by whom the name was first published;" no provision was made for citation of a non- 
publishing author. (Bull Torrey Bot. Club 34: 177. 1907.) 

3) Lois de la Nomenclature Botanique, Redigees et Commentees par M. Alph. de Candolle. 
Paris, Masson. 60 pp. 

156 

This content downloaded from 212.238.120.34 on Sat, 5 Apr 2014 08:13:04 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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


whose name is to be retained in a condensation, is the author who supplied the 
description (not just the name or epithet), as it is the description which chiefly 
accomplishes valid publication. 

I am aware that there are times when it is difficult or even impossible to determine 
authorship of a description, and hence whether to use in or ex. (Cf. Rickett, Am. Jour. 
Bot. 36: 10. 1949.) But I do think that much greater consistency than that now pre- 
vailing can be achieved and that difficulty of application of a sensible rule is no excuse 
for abandoning the effort or for altering the rule (to something which would also, pre- 
sumably, be difficult of application). As a matter of fact, I have encountered extremely 
few instances in the eastern North American flora when it has not been possible to 
determine with conviction whether to use in or ex. My personal ,,rule of thumb" is to 
use ex (in accord with the idea that bibliographic aid in dating a published name is of 
prime importance) unless there is a reasonably clear indication that the description 
was in fact supplied by the author to whom origination of the name is attributed. Such 
a ,,clear indication" might consist, e. g., of quotation marks, or definitely stated author- 
ship of a portion of a larger work. (Of course, there is still the possibility of posthumous 
publication of a description, and consequent loss of some bibliographic aid from a 
citation; but the alternative would be to abandon in completely - which would result 
in chaos for works of multiple-authorship, or to attempt to draw an extremely fine line 
between the obvious extremes of multiple authorship and casual publication of a name 
by another.) 

While verifying some 200 names in the genus Carex, I have encountered the numer- 
ous epithets validly published by Willdenow in the fourth edition of the Species Plan- 
tarum and attributed to authors such as Schkuhr and Muhlenberg. The descriptions 
however, are clearly in a style consistent with those of other species and thus must be 
the work of Willdenow. Citation of ,,Willd." as their author is definitely helpful ,,in 
order that the date may be readily verified." 4 A similar example is seen in some of the 
new species published in the Appendix in Vol. 3 of Britton and Brown's Illustrated 
Flora (1898). Panicum implicatum and P. linearifolium were both published here (pp. 
498 & 500), the names attributed to Scribner. The descriptions, however, are in the 
same style as other descriptions in the Flora, and not at all like those published by 
Lamson-Scribner himself for these species (USDA Div. Agrost. Bull. 11, pp. 42 & 43. 
July 20, 1898.) Since the Ill. Flora antedated Scribner's own publication of his species 
by a month (cf. Chase, Index Grass Spp., 2: 537. 1962), the first published descriptions 
of these species were evidently by Britton and not by Scribner. If one wanted to be 
thoroughly pedantic and erudite (for most purposes unnecessarily so) about the cita- 
tion, we would have, e. g.: Panicum linearifolium Scribner ex Britton in Britton et 
Brown [since it is generally accepted that Brown did not actually participate in the 
writing of the Flora, and there is no statement as to the participation of Nash in writing 
up the grasses in the Appendix, although he had given ,,assistance" in elaborating the 
Gramineae in Vol. I]. I am content with P. linearifolium Britt. After all, if for any 
reason a discrepancy should be found between the descriptions of Britton and Scribner, 
so that two taxa should be involved, it is the prior description by Britton which would 
render the later name a homonym; this is the theoretical basis on which I defend con- 
forming to the requirement always to cite the publishing author, i. e., the author of the 
description which validates a name or epithet. 

Gleason (Rhodora 50: 55. 1948) has forcefully observed ,,that we have no right to 

4) D. Love (Rhodora 62: 269. 1960) calls attention to the very similar situation in Empetrum 
nigrum Vahl ex Willd.: "There seems, however, to be no doubt that Willdenow described this 
species and is the rightful author of its name, even if he referred in his description to 'E. rubrum, 
Vahl in litt.' This remark does not validate Vahl as the author of the species..." 
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attribute a new name or a new combination to another author unless we have clear and 
indisputable evidence of his intentions." This is in accord with Art. 34, especially Note 
2. I would add that for the bibliographic purpose of author citations, not only inten- 
tion but also an actual description is required before we can attribute a name solely 
(or before in) to another author. Gleason's solution was to include his own name as 
co-author with a long-dead botanist whose herbarium names he published. Since 
Gleason ,,was alone responsible for the wording of the description" the correct author 
citation should be Cogniaux ex Gleason (condensed to Gleason), not Cogniaux et 
Gleason, ,,in spite of the contrary indication" of the publishing author. 

New combinations do not require a description, and only since 1 January 1953 is 
formal citation of the basionym actually required. Thus, when a publishing author has 
attributed a new combination to another, it may be more difficult to determine the 

proper authorship than when a quoted or otherwise definitely attributed description is 

required. If all that the non-publishing author had to do was to supply the epithets 
combined in the new manner, then presumably in is preferable to ex - and generally 
prevailing usage would usually attribute such new combinations to the first-named 
author. I would hope, however, that we might avoid such apparently ridiculous ana- 
chronisms as "Melica nitens (Scribn.) Nutt." in which the author of the original 
epithet (F. Lamson-Scribner, 1851-1938) was but eight years old when the author 
supposedly responsible for the recombination of his epithet was on his deathbed 
(Thomas Nuttall, 1786-1859). 

The important point of condensing a citation to publishing author rather than the 
one whose name precedes ex is unfortunately confused in some popular texts which do 
not correctly quote the rules (e. g., Lawrence's ,,Introduction to Plant Taxonomy," 
1955, p. 83; Benson's ,,Plant Taxonomy," 1962, p. 352). Others correctly point out 
that the name of the validating author must always be cited (e. g., Davis & Heywood's 
,,Principles of Angiosperm Taxonomy," 1963, p. 288). Without necessarily concurring 
in his several proposals for refinements in the system of author citations, I would also 
call attention to the statement of Donk (Taxon 10: 68. 1961): ,. .. one has to conclude 
that author's citations represent important clues, viz. (i) to the date of the original 
description of a name... (ii) to the place of the original description which may in- 
form us about (iii) the type and other questions." 

Bullock has proposed that citation of a non-publishing author with ex ,,should be 
used only as a deliberate indication of a type chosen by the publishing author and its 
use merely to indicate the originator of the name should be forbidden." (Taxon 7: 
224. 1958) The Rapporteurs (Lanjouw & Stafleu in Reg. Veg. 14: 49. 1959 & 30: 
36. 1964) have pointed out that desirable as such a provision might be were we starting 
nomenclature afresh, its adoption now would be contrary to current and past usage. 
Steyaert, in defending the proper use of ex (Taxon 10: 251-252. 1961), also stresses 
the importance of including the non-publishing author when it aids the fixation of a 

type. 
However, we must remember that at present Art. 46 and its Recommendations do 

not restrict the use of ex to instances when a type is being designated by an author 

publishing a name proposed by another; and that, in fact, the opposite may be true- 
the publishing author may designate as type a specimen not known to the other. It is 
under such circumstances that it seems to me especially important that only the 

publishing author be named in a condensed citation (which is basically the point of 
Bullock, et al.). I have previously (Jour. Sci. Labs. Denison Univ. 44: 24. 1956) called 
attention to the case of Cirsium pitcheri (Torrey ex Eaton) Torrey et Gray. In origin- 
ally publishing Cnicus pitcheri, Eaton attributed the name to Torrey, who had a speci- 
men collected by Pitcher on Lake Superior. But Eaton states: ,,My specimen was col- 
lected by Dr. E. James, at Lake Huron, from which I made this description, not having 
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seen Dr. Torrey's." (Man. Bot. N. A., ed. 5, p. 180. 1829) Often we do not have so 
definite a statement that the publishing author is providing his own description from 
his own specimen (hence, type) and is taking only the name from another. Attributing 
the epithet pitcheri to Torrey rather than to Eaton implies a type locality on Lake 
Superior rather than Lake Huron. 

A concluding example of the application and implication of Art. 46, including 
relevance to the question of types, is found in the plant usually known in North America 
as Nuphar variegatum. [For consistency with quotations in the present argument, I 
retain here the widely used neuter gender, although properly Nuphar ought to be 
treated as feminine. (Cf. Rickett & Stafleu, Taxon 8: 270. 1959; & Roy. Hort. Soc. 
Dict. Gard., Suppl. p. 223. 1956)] 

The name Nuphar variegatum was published in the 19th ,,Annual Report of the 
Regents of the University of the State of New York on the Condition of the State 
Cabinet of Natural History..." (1866), p. 73. [This title is too much contracted in 
most citations, including the Index Kewensis (whose reference is apparently second- 
hand) and Beal's recent monograph of Nuphar (Jour. Elisha Mitchell Sci. Soc. 72: 
330. 1956), which has ,,19th Rept. of Regents of the Univ. of State of N. Y." - which, 
thus condensed, becomes the title of a totally different publication. The ,,Report of the 
Regents... On the State Cabinet of Natural History" later became the Annual Report 
of the New York State Museum, under which title the series is most likely to be found 
in libraries.] The name under consideration was published in Appendix D, entitled 
,,Facts and Observations Touching the Flora of the State of New York. Collected, 
Mainly, in 1865." Authorship is indicated only as ,,By One of the Regents". Beneath 
this line, the copy in the library of the Gray Herbarium has written in pencil, in Asa 
Gray's hand: ,,G. W. Clinton."5 The list is credited to Clinton in House's Bibliography 
of New York State Botany (N. Y. State Mus. Bull. 328, p. 9. 1942). Throughout the 
list of plants, many records are modestly credited to ,,G.W.C." whereas other collectors 
are cited by full name. There seems to be little doubt that Clinton was the author; 
although G. S. Miller (Contr. U. S. Natl. Herb. 16: 78. 1912) and G. N. Jones (Vasc. 
P1. Illinois, p. 218. 1955), while citing the original place of publication (in too abbrevi- 
ated a manner to be identifiable), ascribe the authorship to Peck. Peck was not one 
of the regents at all, so even if for any reason Clinton were not the author of the list, 
it could not have been Peck. Our Nuphar is listed as follows: 

Nuphar variegatum, ENGELM. In reference to this species, the venerable E. DURAND, 
under the date of March 10, 1866, writes me: ,,Nuphar variegatum. I found in 
Philadelphia, in DR. SHORT'S herb., now in Academy of Nat. Sciences, a specimen 
marked New York, from H. H. EATON'S Herb." It ,,is easily distinguished from 
N. advena, by its leaves always floating, with closed sinuses and winged petioles." 
I have just been informed, authentically, that DR. ENGELMANN now doubts the dis- 
tinctness of this species. 

A careful reading of this description not only leaves no doubt as to the essential 
features of the new species, but also indicates that the descriptive characteristics are 
given as a quotation from Durand. This is a clear example of Rec. 46D, with a 
description by one author published in the work of another author. Thus: "Durand 
in Clinton." There is no justification for citing Engelmann's name as author; it is 
clearly stated (apparently by Clinton) that at the time Engelmann "doubts the 
distinctness of this species." Since Engelmann is evidently the source of the her- 
barium name here validly published, the fullest citation might by "Engelmann ex 

5) This information has kindly been supplied me by Dr. C. E. Wood, Jr. 
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Durand in Clinton." Durand, in any event, is the author supplying the description; 
when the author citation is abbreviated to one name, his is the important one to 
retain. (Durand's is the one name omitted by Beal [loc. cit.], who gives "Engelm. 
ex Clinton".) 

This situation has bearing on the type. Beal designates as lectotype a specimen from 
Detroit, collected by Bigelow in 1865. The original description, however, clearly refers 
to a specimen from New York, in the Academy of Natural Sciences of Philadelphia, 
ex herb. H. H. Eaton, ex herb. Short. This specimen would be the type, if extant (a 
point on which Beal sheds no light). There is no evidence that Durand saw the Bigelow 
specimen, which is in the Gray Herbarium and is accompanied by a letter from Engel- 
mann to Gray; if it is not ,,original material", it is not eligible to be designated as 

lectotype, even if a lectotype were needed. However, there is a specimen of this species 
in the Academy of Natural Sciences, collected in New York in 1828, from the herba- 
rium of H. H. Eaton, bearing also a label of the Academy indicating that it was in the 
C. W. Short Herbarium, presented in 1864. There are no further data, but the sheet 

(consisting of two leaves, a complete flower, and a dissected flower) is certainly the 

type of Nuphar variegatum Durand."' 
Engelmann recognized, at least at times, that this was a new species, and he suggested 

a name for it. But the important fact from the standpoint of nomenclature is that he 
was not the first to publish a description (in fact, at the time of the first published 
description he was said to doubt the validity of the species). The epithet variegatum 
is often dated from the 5th edition of Gray's Manual (1867), where it is attributed to 

Engelmann, as a variety of N. advena.7 Had a description by Durand, citing only a 
New York specimen, not been published the year before, the citation would be ,,Engel- 
mann ex Gray." Careful application of Article 46 validates Durand, whose description 
is quoted by Clinton, as the publishing author and makes clear the designation of a 
New York specimen as type. 

e) I am indebted to Mr. C. W. Laskowski and Dr. A. E. Schuyler for locating this specimen 
and supplying me with the information regarding it. 

7) Miller (Proc. Biol. Soc. Wash. 15: 13. 1902) gives this reference and for some unstated 
reason adds: "Type probably from Michigan." Likewise, in his monograph (Contr. U.S. Nat. 
Herb. 16: 69. 1912) he said "based apparently on specimens from Michigan." 
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CONSERVATION AND TYPIFICATION OF DALEA 

R. C. Barneby (New York) 

A need to conserve the fabaceous genus 
Dalea, which had been current in botanical 
literature for nearly a century past, arose first 
in 1897 when Britton (in Britt. & Br., Ill. Fl. 2: 
287) rejected it as a later homonym of Dalea 
P. Br. (1756) and adopted Parosela Cav. (1802) 
in its stead. Conservation was first advocated 
by S. B. Parish (in Bot. Gaz. 55: 301. 1913) 
and formally proposed in 1929 by Ferald & 
Weatherby (in Rhodora 31: 92). The proposal 
appeared in Briquet's list of nomina con- 
servanda (Rec. Syn. Vme Cong. Int. Bot. 109. 
1930), was accepted at the Cambridge Con- 
gress (Internat. Rules, Ed. 3, 135), retained in 
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the Amsterdam list (in Brittonia 6: 67. 1947), 
and has been confirmed recently by Rickett & 
Stafleu (in Taxon 8: 292. 1959). An important 
modification introduced in the last edition of 
the Code (1961) is discussed below. Since the 
original proposal up to 1959 the conserved 
genus has been attributed to A. L. de Jussieu 
(Gen. 355. 1789)* and the generitype (or 
standard species) has been given as "Dalea 
alopecuroides W. (Psoralea Dalea L.)." It is 
not made explicitly clear by the context 
whether Femald & Weatherby understood Ps. 
dalea and D. alopecuroides to be nomen- 
clatural or taxonomic synonyms; at best they 
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