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In den Artikel 46 sollte folgender Absatz erganzungsweise eingefiigt werden: 
"Wenn ein Name mit einer Beschreibung (oder mit einem Hinweis auf eine Be- 
schreibung) eines Autors in der Arbeit eines anderen Autors veriffentlicht wird, 
wird die Zitierung des ersten Autors nur in diesem Fall beibehalten, wenn der 
andere Autor gleichzeitig ausdriicklich feststellt, dass es zur Ver6ffentlichung mit 
Zustimmung des ersten Autors gekommen ist. Falls eine solche Feststellung nicht 
beigefiigt wird, soil die Autorschaft dem Autor zugeschrieben werden, in dessen 
Arbeit der Name veroffentlicht wird." 

Der erste Satz der Empfehlung 46 D ware folgendermassen zu erginzen: "Wenn 
ein Name mit einer Beschreibung (oder mit einem Hinweis auf eine Beschreibung), 
die ein Autor gibt, in der Arbeit eines anderen Autors veriffentlicht und der Name 
des ersten Autors laut des Artikels 46 beibehalten wird, so sollte..." etc. im bis- 
herigen Wortlaut ohne Anderung. 

Die Giiltigkeit dieser Massnahme sollte von einem alteren Datum an beginnen. 
Zum Beispiel sind in der Algologie iihnliche wie oben beschriebene Falle einer 
unberechtigten Ver6ffentlichung in der Literatur bereits aus der zweiten Halfte des 
vorigen Jahrhunderts bekannt. Auf Ausgangspunkte (Artikel 13) sollte sich jedoch 
diese Massnahme nicht beziehen. 

AGAINST PROLIFERATION OF SUPERFLUOUS NAMES BY 
GIVING FORMAL STATUS TO SPELLING VARIANTS 

Frank S. Crosswhite (Madison, Wisconsin) 

In 1966 (Taxon 15: 75-77), A. A. Bullock inferred that mere spelling variants 
are separate names according to the Code. By this philosophy a new synonym would 
be created every time a name was misspelled. Bullock proposed to conserve Lageno- 
phora Cassini (1818) over the spelling Lagenifera (1815) by the same author. He 
stated that if Lagenophora were not conserved then about thirty new combinations 
would have to be made. This statement amounts to the claim that it is necessary 
to formally transfer species published under the spelling Lagenophora to the 
orthographic form Lagenifera. Common sense and ample precedent dictate, however, 
that mere spelling differences do not create new names. In 1818 Cassini merely 
corrected his previous spelling. 

The 300 or so species of Penstemon have been about equally named with the 
spelling "Pentstemon" as with "Penstemon". Many other spellings have also been 
used, but no author proposing a new spelling has ever considered the revised 
spelling to constitute a new name. None of these authors have found it necessary 
to formally transfer species from one spelling to another. Thus, when Steudel cor- 
rected the spelling to Pentastemum from Pentastemon which had been a correction 
of Pentstemon which in turn was a correction of Penstemon, he did not create a 
new name. Although taxonomists have not considered such spellings to be separate 
names, indexers occasionally have. It is only natural for a bibliographer to list each 
spelling variant separately, merely because he does not know for certain whether 
separate names are involved or not. I am convinced that such bibliographic habits 
now cause the orthographic tail to wag the taxonomic body. 
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American authors consistently use the Gray Index card-file as a bibliographic 
reference to supplement Index Kewensis. Unfortunately, the older cards for Pen- 
stemon were issued under the orthography "Pentstemon" and constitute an entirely 
separate run of cards. I am convinced that this situation was responsible for a 
certain botanist publishing a "new combination" in the 1960's which had been 
accomplished by another author in the 1930's. The more recent author, looking 
under one generic spelling, undoubtedly couldn't find the combination in the proper 
alphabetic place and assumed that it had never been made. The problem is more 
acutely present in the case of Aplopappus and Haplopappus. Thus, the trivial matter 
of orthographic variance can cause rather drastic mistakes by breeding spurious 
new species, later homonyms, redundant "new" combinations, etc. There is no need 
to aggravate this situation further by considering each new spelling to be a new 
name. Taxonomy will be so much the better when all species in genera with 
orthographic variants are integrated in indices regardless of the orthography used 
for the generic name. With this introduction to the actual day-to-day importance 
of orthographic variance, I propose to list below the variant orthographies of 
Penstemon and to discuss as far as possible the origin and use in the literature of 
the different variants. 

PENSTEMON - American 

The original publication of the genus made use of this spelling. It was coined in 
1741 by John Mitchell, a resident of Virginia, and published in 1748 (Acta Phys.- 
Med. Acad. Caes. Nat. Cur. 8: 214). In Species Plantarum (2: 611. 1753), Linnaeus 
cited this reference "Mitch. gen." while citing a 1729 work by Micheli as "Mich. 
gen." Since Linnaeus synonymized Penstemon with Chelone, valid publication of 
the genus came with a 1769 edition of Mitchell's original paper. French encyclo- 
pedists at the turn of the century credited the genus already to Micheli. The original 
spelling Penstemon was rarely used in the 18th Century, a rare example being the 
treatment supplied by Bosc to the Dictionnaire d'Agriculture (4: 508. 1796; 5: 596. 
1813) of the grand Encyclopedie Methodique. This use may have set the example 
for Martens and Galeoti's use of the spelling in 1845 where many new species were 
described (Bull. Brux. Acad. Roy. 12: 17-19). By 1851 (Belgique Horticole 1: 
221-242), in a monograph of the genus by Morren, the spelling Penstemon was 
used and the genus erroneously attributed to Micheli in 1729. 

In America, the original spelling "Penstemon" was resurrected by Francis Pennell 
by at least 1920 (Contrib. U.S. Nat. Herb. 20: 325). He attributed valid publication 
of the genus to Schmidel in 1762 (Icones Plantarum, p. 2), but since Schmidel did 
not accept the genus taxonomically, this was incorrect. The second edition of 
Mitchell's paper was soon brought to light. Dating the genus from this publication, 
American and English usage has since rather consistently favored Penstemon over 
other spellings. 

PENTSTEMON - Swedish and English 

Linnaeus corrected the name to this form in Species Plantarum (loc. cit.) but 
did not accept the genus taxonomically. Although Linnaeus presumed that Mitchell 
had combined Penta and stemon to refer to the rudiment of the fifth stamen, it is 
not improbable according to Dr. Shinners that Mitchell correctly combined Paene 
and stemon to indicate that the staminode was "almost" a stamen. Regardless of 
the fact that the two spellings may actually have different meanings, one is merely 
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a "corrected" form of the other. Solander (in Ait., Hortus Kewensis, 1789) and 
Schreber (in Genera Plantarum, 1789-91), both pupils of Linnaeus, finally accepted 
the genus taxonomically and continued to use Linnaeus' spelling. Linnaeus and his 
followers correctly cited Mitchell as the author of the genus. For over 100 years 
the spelling "Pentstemon" was commonly used in England and even gained 
acceptance for a brief period in America and other countries due to the excellence 
of Bentham's revision of the genus under that spelling in De Candolle's Prodromus. 

PENSTHEMON - French 

This spelling seems to have originated with A.-L. de Jussieu in his Genera 
Plantarum (1789-91). The genus was hardly accepted taxonomically, being thought 
of somewhat as an informal subdivision of Chelone, a viewpoint to dominate French 
literature for about 75 years. The spelling itself was continued but for a brief time 
in France, for example in Poiret's supplement to the Dictionnaire de Botanique 
of the Encyclopedie Methodique (Suppl. 2: 694. 1811). Different spellings of Pen- 
stemon were interchangeable in France at this time. The Frenchman reading the 
Encyclopedie Methodique must have been rather confused by the fact that in this 
one work Lamarck used "Pentstemon" while Poiret used Pensthemon and Bosc 
used "Penstemon". Poiret soon switched to "Pentstemon" in the last volumes of 
supplement. The yet different hybrid spelling "Pentsthemon" has also been attributed 
to Poiret by Trautvetter. Bosc also accepted the spelling "Pentstemon" in later years. 

PENTASTEME - French 

This spelling is merely used as a French common name. I interpret such common 
(colloquial) names as being not validly published. I also interpret Latin names cited 
in synonymy of such common names as also invalid. 

PENTASTEMON - German 

Batsch (Tab. Affin. Reg. Veg. 1802) is apparently the first author to adopt this 
spelling. Persoon used Pentastemon as early as 1805-07 as a subdivision of Chelone 
in his Synopsis Plantarum. Trautvetter, working in Russia, monographed the genus 
under the orthography "Pentastemon" in 1839 (reimpr. in Mem. Acad. Sci. St.- 
Petersb. Vol. 4). In the mid-19th Century, Pentastemon became the commonly 
accepted spelling among German-speaking people and became well-established in 
Russia and Japan. The spelling was used as late as 1955 in the Flora U.R.S.S. 
(22: 308). Although "Pentastemon" was practically never used in English-speaking 
countries, its adoption in Index Londinensis is the exception to prove the rule. 

PENTSTEMUM and PENTASTEMUM - German 

These spellings actually never gained acceptance anywhere. They were adopted 
by Steudel in Nomenclator Botanicus (1821, 1841) and by a few of his followers. 
The American botanist Rafinesque once used a closely related form "Penstemum". 

PENTOSTEMON- American 

This spelling was rather consistently used by Rafinesque in many papers and 
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books. The first use appears to be in 1824 in a booklet entitled First Catalogues 
of the Botanical Garden of Transylvania University (p. 15). It is deplorable to see 
that E. D, Merrill in his zeal for finding unrecorded Rafinesquian binomials has 
multiplied even further the productions of this author by attributing new com- 
binations to him for every species Rafinesque mentioned under "Pentostemon". 
Rafinesque himself clearly stated that Pentostemon was an orthographic correction 
of Pentstemon. In Index Rafinesquianus (p. 218. 1949) Merrill also attributed 
"Penlemon" to Rafinesque as a formal name, although this must be a sphalm. 

Conclusions 

The incongruity of granting formal status to mere spelling variants is difficult 
to understand. No author in Penstemon has yet thought that he could append his 
own name to a species by transferring it from one orthographic form of the genus 
to another. Linnaeus set an important precedent when he cited the corrected spelling 
directly to Mitchell as though he had published it in that form. It is obvious that 
Linnaeus did not consider "Penstemon" and "Pentstemon" to be separate names. 
None of the persons who made later corrections thought that they had created 
new names. 

When Cassini changed Lagenifera to Lagenophora he acknowledged that the 
former spelling was in error. There is no necessity to conserve Lagenophora. There 
is no obstacle to the use of Lagenophora. Although no damage would ostensibly be 
done by conserving Lagenophora, it would set precedent if done for the reasons 
advanced by its sponsor. Conservation would imply that new combinations would 
have been necessary otherwise. Once such a dangerous precedent were set, the way 
would be open for some rascal to transfer about 150 species from Pentstemon to 
Penstemon. Such actions are ones which tend to bring taxonomy into disrepute 
among the other disciplines of botany. 

RABENHORST AND FUNGUS EXSICCATI 

John A. Stevenson* 

Fungus exsiccati are in effect publications consisting of a series of actual specimens, 
rather than merely the printed descriptions and illustrations of them. It is always 
assumed that the specimens making up exsiccati are adequate for detailed study, 
authoritatively named, properly labelled, preferably with printed labels, and num- 
bered in sequence. Needless to add all sets of such a series, as a sine qua non, 
should be uniform in contents. Obviously when a taxonomist cites Rabenhorst, 
Klotzschii Herb. vivum Mycol. Ed. nova No. 405, Agaricus elasticus Rabh. n. sp., 
it should be taken for granted that an adequate portion of the type collection of 
this species will be found as No. 405 in all of the many sets of this series distributed 
by Rabenhorst. 

* Collaborator, Crops Research Division, Agricultural Research Service, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Beltsville, Maryland. 
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